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ABSTRACT
Salience of Teaching Behaviors and
Its Relationship to Teaching Mode,
Academic Orientation and
Student Year in School
(February 1978)
Sylvia Cuomo B.F.A., M.A.Ed., Ed.D.
University of Massachusetts
Directed byi Professor Sheryl W. Reichmann
The major purpose of this study was to explore the
salience of teaching behaviors as perceived by students
and instructors. The effect of teaching mode, academic
orientation and student year in school upon student per-
ceptions of the importance of teaching behaviors was examin-
ed as was the effect of teaching mode and the number of
years in teaching upon instructor perceptions of salient
teaching behaviors.
Three teaching modes were described* the first.
Individual Student Focus* on-going student production is
the basis for class meetings with the central focus on
student work. The second. Content Focus* more than half
the class time is devoted to instructor presentation of
information. The thiid. Interactive Focus* more than half
the class time is devoted to students interacting with each
other, and with the instructor.
Academic orientation was represented by two groups of
students. One group was from the Art Department (N=312)
• • •111
while the Other Group (N=4l3) represented departments
whose academic orientation is more theoretical, rather than
applied (Anthropology, Economics, Psychology and Rhetoric).
Student year in school was defined as lower division
(freshman and sophomore) and upper division (junior and
senior) students.
Forty-nine instructors from a variety of departments
across the campus participated in the study. Two variables
were examined for this group, teaching mode and number of
years teaching. Number of years teaching was defined by
four categories. The first three each represent a five yeeir
span, while the fourth category, 16 years or over, was open
ended.
Each student and instructor responded to a question-
naire for one of the three teaching modes. The questionnaire
was made up of two parts, the first requested background
information while the second consisted of statements, des-
cribing teaching behaviors. The statements of teaching
behaviors used were primarily those developed by Hildebrand,
Wilson & Dienst (1971). Two groups of statements of effec-
tive teaching behaviors constributed to the questionnaire.
One group was suggested by students and the other suggested
by faculty. However, some of the statements suggested by
faculty were altered to be more meaningful to the population
of this study. Each participant was asked to imagine an
ideal classroom situation for one of the three teaching
iv
modes while responding.
Data from items perceived by students and colleagues
were analyzed separately. Factor analyses performed for the
Student Suggested Items and for the Faculty Suggested Items
obtained a five factor solution for both groups. A multivEir-
iate analysis of variance was performed on the reduced data
for the three independent variables i teaching mode, academ-
ic orientation, and student year in school. The study found
all variables to be significant beyond the .001 level of
confidence for Student and Faculty Suggested Items, with one
exception. Teaching mode was not significant for Faculty
Suggested Items.
Only one interaction, academic orientation by student
year in school, was found to be significant with a proba-
bility of less than .009 for Faculty Suggested Items. While
it is possible to speculate about reasons for this occurrence,
there is no obvious explanation, and the interaction may be
due to chance or unmeasured differences.
Insufficient data were collected from instructors to
perform statistical tests. Only descriptive data was exam-
ined. Item means and mean responses for Student and Faculty
Suggested Items indicate differences between teaching modes
and between number of years teaching.
The study indicates teaching behaviors are not per-
ceived as equally salient, and that salience is influenced
v
by teaching mode, student and academic characteristics for
Art and Other groups. These results suggest allowsmces be
made for these differences in both the development amd
interpretation of student ratings of effective teaching.
vi
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
At the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, and on
many other campuses, student ratings of teaching are play-
ing an increasing role in faculty and administrative deci-
sions. As the use of student ratings grows, it becomes
increasingly important to understand the variables that in-
fluence rating outcomes. Student ratings of faculty are
considered for personnel decisions, as a basis for improving
teaching in the classroom, and where available to students,
for course selection. However, the interpretation of ratings
is often ambiguous, for it is not clear which student, ins-
tructor, or class characteristics influence ratings of
instructor's classroom performance.
Though some studies suggest that faculty and student
variables affect how one teaches, and how teaching is per-
ceived, it is unclear which variables are consistent in
their effects upon student ratings of teaching. Contradic-
tory and inconclusive data are found throughout the research
literature
.
However, a number of reliable rating instruments have
been developed independently, and similar teaching
behaviors seen as necessary for effective teaching have
emerged. These concepts have been developed through the
1
2Assessment of a number of college and university populations.
Perhaps It Is this agreement between researchers and college/
university populations about behaviors which affect teaching
that has encouraged the use of rating Instruments on cam-
puses ,
Standardized rating Instruments such as the Purdue
Rating Scale, the Student Instructional Report (SIR), and
the Instructional Development and Effectiveness Assessment
(idea) contain statements describing specific teaching
behaviors as well as global statements which Indicate the
Instructor's general attitudes toward students and teaching.
In the Interpretation of the results of these and similar
questionnaires, teaching behaviors are usually considered
to be equally Important for all students and all teaching
situations. Assumptions are made about the similarities
between raters. Such Interpretations ai^e based upon high
correlations between factors from varying populations of
students and Instructors (Issacson et al., 1964; Flnkbelner
et al., 1973). These correlations support student ratings
as generallzable dimensions of teaching.
However, other research Indicates a correspondence of
student ratings to the student's Implicit theories. Two
longitudinal studies of undergraduates (Perry, 1970; Wilson
& Gaff et al., 1975). found that student views undergo
considerable change during their college years. Perry found
a change In outlook took place as students moved from rigid
3categorizations, ("ell or none," "right or wrong") to a more
contextual and relativistic point of view. Related findings
were reported by Wilson, Gaff et al.
Research by Solomon ( 1966 ) and Peters (1974) suggests
that academic orientation Influences teaching. Examining
theoretical and applied courses, Solomon found differences
in the classroom behaviors of teachers In these two groups,
Peters found that the subject a faculty member taught had a
bearing upon the teaching mode used. From the results of
these studies It could be expected that differences found In
teaching situations Influenced student ratings.
Though these dimensions have been found to affect
student perceptions. It Is not clear how these findings
can be helpful In the Interpretation of student ratings of
teaching. This study will Investigate the effect these
variables have upon the salience of student perceptions.
This study will be exploratory, and no attempt will be made
to gather generallzable data. Two groups of students and
one group of Instructors will contribute data to the study.
One group of students will represent a deportment, and the
other group will represent a variety of deportments. This
will make It possible to determine If data collected from a
homogeneous group of students differs significantly from
that collected from a more diverse group. If these groups
differ significantly, a question would be raised about the
appropriateness of Interpreting student ratings along
4generallzable dimensions.
Overview of Related Literature
The remainder of this chapter will provide a selected
review of the literature, to provide a general framework
within which this present study can be placed. Research
which seems to be particularly relevant to this Investiga-
tion will be described In greater detail than that which Is
perceived as merely contributing to general background
Information.
The areas of research pertaining to student ratings of
teaching are defined as: student characteristics. Instruc-
tor characteristics, classroom characteristics and the
characteristics of effective teaching. The first section
provides an overview of topics Investigated In the area of
student characteristics. Of particular relevance to the
study will be research on student year In school. Other
variables that might be embedded In student year In school
(maturity) will also be examined. For example. Perry has
found attitudes and values change during the college years
and that motivation, linked to attitude, also changes over
time. Other studies link student motivation to rea,ulred
and elective courses. Both of these approaches Indicate
student motivation Increases over time. Research relating
achievement to student ratings will also be examined. As a
group, upper division students would be expected to have
5greater success as achievers than do lower division students,
relating achievement to year in school.
This discussion of student characteristics will be
followed by a brief review of the literature on instructor
characteristics. However, there are relatively few research
based publications about instructors of higher education.
In a review of research on college and university teaching
prior to 1963f McKeachie concluded with a section on faculty
attitudes sind values, in which he cited no research, but
described impressions. Ten years later Trent and Cohen (1973)
reported that little additional research describing charac-
teristics of instructors in higher education.
Of special interest in the literature review of class
characteristics will be research on department/academic
orientation, and its effect upon student ratings of teaching.
Literature related to class size will also be reviewed. It
is seen as a variable which effects teaching mode, which is
also an area of special interest to this study.
The development of effective teaching characteristics
will provide the focus of the last section of the literature
review. Those characteristics, which describe teaching
behaviors, will contribute to the questionnaires used in this
study for data collection.
Student Characteristics .
Year in College . The relationship between student year
in college and student ratings is not clear. Guthrie (195^)
6found agreement between graduate and imdergraduate students
rating the same Instructor. 'While other studies (Heilman 1:
Armentrout, 193^; Steward & Malpass, 1966) found no signifi-
cant relationship between ratings and student year In
college.
A series of studies at the University of Massachusetts.
Amherst, Department of Communications Studies (Cronen.
1976; Cronen & Fuller, 1976; Cronen & Price, 1974) examined
the outcomes of student ratings In that department and have
found differences attributable to student year in college.
They foiind freshmen stress stimulation as an Independent
variable, while the major concern of upper division students
Is the relationship of stimulation to utility. Concerns of
graduate and undergraduate students also differed. Graduate
students made a distinction between Instructor expertise
and the ability of the Instructor to synthesize and make
critical Judgments about content. While undergraduates
stressed organization, clairty and fairness, the ratings of
graduate students emphasized four other factors: academic
Information as It affected motivation; instructor expertise;
Instructor leadership; and interpreting and developing
Information.
Perry (1970) also studied the effect of time on student
attitudes. He described an evolution in students’ Interpre-
tation of their lives as shown In the accounts of their
experiences during their four years In college. The changes
7are characterized by the nine positions described below:
MAIN LINE OF DEVELOPMENT
Position 1 ; The student sees the world In
polar terms of we-rlght-good vs other-wrong-bad.
Right Answers for everything exist In the
Absolute, known to Authority whose role Is to
mediate (teach) them. Knowledge and goodness
are perceived as quantitative accretions of
discrete rightness to be collected by hard work
and obedience (paradigm; a spelling'” test)
.
Position 2 ; The student perceives diversity of
opinion and uncertainty, and accounts for them as
unwarranted confusion In poorly qualified
Authorities or as mere exercises set by Authority
"so we can learn to find The Answers for our-
- selves."
Position 3 ; The student accepts diversity and
uncertainty as legitimate but still temporary
In areas where "Authority hasn't found The
Answer yet." He supposes Authority grades him
in these areas on "good expression" but remains
puzzled as to standards.
Position 4 ; (a) The student perceives legiti-
mate uncertainty (and therefore diversity of
opinion) to be extensive and raises It to the
status of an unstructured epistemological realm
of Its own In which "anyone has a right to his
own opinion," a realm which he sets over against
Authority's realm where right-wrong still pre-
vails, or (b) the student discovers qualitative
contextual relativistic reasoning as a special
case of "what They wont" within Authority's
realm.
Position 5 : The student perceives all knowledge
and values (including Authority's) as contextual
and relativistic and subordinates duallstlc
right-wrong functions to the status of a special
case, in context.
Position 6 : The student apprehends the necessity
of orienting himself In a relativistic world
through some form of personal Commitment (as
distinct from unquestioned or unconsidered
commitment to simple belief In certainty).
8Pp_sltion 7 ? The student makes an Initial Commit-
ment In some area.
^£ltlon 8; The student experiences the Implica-tions of Commitment, and explores the subjective
and stylistic Issues of responsibility.
Position 9 ; The student experiences the affirma-
tion of Identity among multiple responsibilities
and realizes Commitment as an ongoing, unfolding
activity through which he expresses his life
style. (Perry. 1970
. p. 9-10 )
In their study of faculty Impacts upon students.
Wilson, Gaff et al. (1975) measured student perceptions of
their development by asking seniors what they gained from
their college experience. They found that students enter
college with certain personal orientations and become Invol-
ved In activities consistent with those orientations.
Generally the qualities students bring to college with them
persist, and grow, as new skills for understanding develop.
Virtually all students reported acquiring some specific
knowledge, as well as knowledge of abstractions In some
area. Not surprisingly, the most growth and achievement
were reported by students In those attributes related to
the activities In which students had Invested the greatest
time and energy.
Attitudes and Values . It Is only within the last few
years that the relationship between student attitudes and
values and the student rating of teaching has been Investi-
gated. In an effort to clarify the Interpretation of student
ratings of teacher behavior, Grasha (1975) compared elements
within students’ Internal frame of reference and the ratings
9of Instructors, He found correlations between the student's
frame of reference and the teacher's actual behavior. In a
related study Levlnthal, Lansky and Andrews (1971) found
differences In students' perceptions to be discrepancies
between real and Ideal teacher behaviors. Their findings
indicate that ratings are estimates of the discrepancy
between the student's Ideal for teacher behaviors and what
the student sees the teacher do,
Crittenden and Norr (1973) also studied student per-
ceptions, They viewed student ratings as Instances of
person perception, and explored the Influence of Individual
student values on ratings. Their study Indicated that
student values account for differences In global ratings of
teacher behavior. A number of studies report attltudlnal
similarities between student and Instructor Influence
student ratings of teaching (Good & Good, 19738, 1973^1
Levinson & LeUnes, 197^; Null & Walter, 1972; Purohlt, 1975;
Relchmann, 1974). Relchmann found values and perceptions
of students accounted for ^0% of the variance In student
ratings of teachers. She found the six best predictors of
student ratings to be three learning styles, participant,
avoldent, and competitive, as well as student enjoyment/
Interest, comprehensive content presentation, and teacher-
student compatibility. De Stefano (1970) found students
taught In a manner consonant with their learning style gave
higher ratings to teachers than did their peers who were
10
'taugh't in a dissonanl: inannsr. Frey (1973) suggested that
these influences were so powerful that courses could be
compared only if the same students rated the courses.
In an attempt to control for extraneous vairiables, sim-
^
ulated teaching situations were developed to reflect differ-
ent social and psychological orientations (Tetenbaum, 1975).
Classes were designed to meet student needs for control, ach-
ievement and competition. Positive relationships were found
between student needs and the ratings given teaching.
Mann (1968) also found strong interactive effects be-
tween students and instructors. He found that change in the
level of student needs not only influenced the measures of
teacher effectiveness, but also influenced the instructors'
classroom behavior. Sherman and Blackburn (197^) reported a
positive relationship between teaching success in the class-
room and teacher personality, once again indicating inter-
active effects between students and instructors.
Motivation . Most studies investigating the relation-
ship of motivation to student ratings focus upon the effect
that required and elective courses have upon student ratings
of teaching. Pohlman (1975) found that optionality had a
strong influence on teacher ratings. Cohen and Humphreys
(i960 ) similarly found that students required to take a
psychology course tended to rate it lower than did students
who elected to take the course. Other investigators (Gage,
1961 ; Lovell & Haner, 1955; Gilmore & Brandenberg, 197^)
11
also found teachers of required courses received lower
student ratings than did teachers of elected courses.
Hellmann and Armentrout
, (1936) reported no differences
between the ratings of students required to take courses
and those who elected to take the course. In a study of
16,000 classes. Centra and Creech (1976) found that students
fulfilling a major requirement, or taking a course as an
elective gave' higher ratings to teaching than did students
who were fulfilling a general requirement. Bettencourt
( 1976 ) reported that research consistently showed that
elective courses correlate significantly with student opin-
ions of teachers and courses and positively effect student
ratings. He found that as the percentage of students In
a class taking that course as a requirement Increases, the
rating quality of the course decreases.
Granzln and Painter (1973) examined other aspects of
motivation. In a pre and post study they found that the
ratings of college teaching were Influenced by such factors
as the effort expended by students, course contribution
toward general education, course contribution toward voca-
tional aspirations, and general Interest/entertainment of
course.
A chi evement . Achievement of particular Information Is
often considered vital In determining whether or not a
teacher has been effective. The relationship between achieve-
ment and teaching effectiveness has been considered by some
12
as the ultimate criteria for evaluating effective teaching
(Tyler, 1958; Cohen & Brawer. I969 ). In this context,
achievement Is most often viewed as outcome on an exam or
as the overall grade for a course. Though some Instructors
believe that the teacher who readily gives high grades will
be revzarded with high student ratings, a number of studies
found no relationship between student ratings of Instruction
and the expected or actual grades given In a course (Eendlg,
1953 * Blum, 1936 ; Guthrie, 19^9* 195^; Heilman & Armentrout,
1938 ; Cohen & Humphreys, I96O; Remmers, I93O, 1939, I96O;
Voeks & French, i960 ).
On the other hand, a number of studies have found
significant positive relationships between students’
grades and their ratings of Instructors and course (Anlkeef.
1953; Caffrey, 1969; Centra. 1977; Echlndla. 1964; Elliott,
1950 ; Rayder. I968 ; Spencer, 1969; Stewart & Malpass, I966 ;
Trefflnger & Feldhusen, 1970).
Centra and Creech (1976), found that expected grades
Influence student ratings of overall teaching effectiveness.
They felt that this expectation may reflect actual student
learning. The results of another recent study. Centra (1977),
found student ratings of Instruction to be correlated with
examination results In seventy-two sections of seven courses.
The pattern of correlations across courses Indicates that
the global ratings of the course were highly related to the
mean exam results. Ratings of course objectives and organl-
13
zs^lon, RS W6ll as the quality of lectures, also correlated
with achievement. Student-teacher relationships and course
difficulty were not found to be highly correlated with
achievement scores as measured by exams.
Cohen and Berger (1970), In a study of 25 science
classes, examined achievement scores of students on a com-
prehensive exam. They reported that test achievement sig-
nificantly correlated with student Interest In course, and
Interaction with instructor, but not with course organiza-
tion, course difficulty or Instructor Involvement. These
recent studies do not seem to clarify the relationship
between student ratings of teaching and achievement.
Although measuring student gain has practical and
technical difficulties and cannot be applied to all teacher-
learning situations, it Is a legitimate measure of effective
teaching and one needing further research.
Instructor characteristics .
Length of time In teaching . Few studies have examined
the effect of teaching experience and student ratings. Two
early studies (Ruedlger and Strayer, 1910; Young. 1939)
examined high school •eacher ratings and report some Improve-
ment of ratings during the first few years of teaching, and
some decline after twelve years of teaching. Studies at
the college level have found either no difference (Downie.
1952; Centre. 1973) or that more experienced teachers receive
14
higher ratings (Remmers. 1929; Walker. I969 ).
Centra and Creech (1976) found first year teachers
receive the lowest ratings, while teachers with three to
twelve years of experience receive the highest. They
suggest new teachers Improve with experience, and that
ratings for teachers with over 12 years experience may
decrease for a number of reasons, such as the Increased
generation gap, the fact that more experienced teachers
take on more administrative functions (and therefore spend
less time on developing their courses), and boredom with
teaching.
Sheehan (1974) found that faculty members with higher
academic rank and more teaching experience were lejs Inter-
ested In teaching than were teachers who had spent fewer
years In the classroom.
Class characteristics .
Class size . Though the literature Indicates teachers
of large classes generally receive lower ratings (Centra &
Creech, 1976; Heilman & Armentrout. 193^; Lovell & Banner,
1955; McDaniel & Feldhusen. 1970), the relationship between
class size and student ratings of teaching Is inconclusive.
Crittenden and Norr and LeEailey, (1975) found the mean
student rating of Instruction decreases as class size
increases. However, other studies have found no discrepancy
between the ratings of teachers of large and small classes
15
(Goodhertz. 1948; Guthrie, 1954). Solomon (1966) found no
relationship between the size of classes and the question.
Considering everything, how would you rate the Instructor
of this course?" However, when examining particular
teaching behaviors, as one might expect, given common
teaching styles, Clark and Keller (1954) found that Instruc-
tors of large classes received high ratings on "being well
prepared" but relatively low ratings for "encouraging
original thinking."
Academic orientation
. Solomon (1966), who measured
student ratings of teaching behaviors of 229 college teachers
from a broad range of adult evening courses at five colleges,
found a relationship of teacher factor scores to "basic"
and "applied" courses. Basic courses were defined as those
which deal directly with disciplines (sociology, physics,
history, etc.) while applied courses were described os
those which deal with ways of making practical use of the
discipline (education, engineering, etc.) Three factors
showed significant relationships with the overall basic/
applied distinction (degree of nervousness, criticisms, and
lecture), but only one seems relevant here. Teachers of
basic courses tended to lecture more than teachers of
applied courses, who encouraged more student participation.
This relationship between teaching mode and subject matter
orientation Is essentially the same as found In his earlier
study ( 1963 ).
16
Pohlmonn (1976) described differences In Instructor
attributes In five disciplines, science ond moth, education,
social science, humanities, and business. He found that
different teaching styles were exhibited by Instructors In
these disciplines and that there were differences In student
ratings. However, there were no substantial differences
among students In the five disciplines In their perceptions
of the Importance of teacher attributes. These results
suggest that clarity, preparedness and the ability to suc-
cessfully communicate are consistently perceived as necessary
for effective teaching by students, regardless of discipline
and teaching style. However, os Pohlman points out, the
results are limited, for only lecture/dlscusslon classes
contributed data for the study.
Centro and Creech (1976) compared the ratings of
Instructors In three different subject areas, the natural
sciences, social sciences and humanities. The difference
In ratings of teaching In different subject areas was quite
significant. The humanities received the highest ratings,
followed by the social sciences and the natural sciences.
In another study (Centra. 1972) students Indicated that
courses In the natural sciences were seen as more difficult
and less likely to stimulate Interest.
Teaching mode end academic discipline^ .
Two researchers have examined the relationship between
teaching mode and academic discipline os perceived by
17
faculty (Wilkerson, 1977? Peters, 197^). Both of these stu-
dies used interviews to collect data.
In an effort to make connections between effective tea-
ching in diverse academic orientations, Peters interviewed 98
male faculty members from various disciplines. They were
grouped according to general subject areas through a classifi-
cation scheme Holland developed in 1966, which combines sever-
al areas of iiistruction to form an orientation. There are
six teaching orientations categorized as* 1. Realistic
(engineering and agriculture), 2. Investigative (chemistry
and mathematics), 3. Social (education and psychology), 4.
Conventional (accounting and economics), 5* Enterprising
(history/government and business/management), and Artis-
tic (English and speech) . Faculty in these orientations were
asked about the instructional techniques they used.
Although Peters found differences between orientations,
she also found that the subject a faculty member teaches has
a bearing upon how he teaches. The study found that more for-
mal teaching techniques (lecture-discussion) were more frequ-
ently employed by faculty in the Realistic (engineering and
agricultur), Investigative (chemistry and mathematics). Conven-
tional (accounting and economics), and Enterprising (history-
government and business management) orientations, while infor-
mal techniques (small group discussion) were more frequently
used in Social (education and psychology), and Artistic (Eng-
lish and speech) orientations. A chi-square analysis was
18
used, and significance beyond the .002 level of confidence
was found.
Wilkerson (1977) examined attitudes of 40 faculty through
indepth interviews. Faculty were selected from the Humanities,
Math and Sciences, Social and Behavioral Sciences, and Profes-
sional and Applied Studies. The interviews were extensive
and only one part is related to these data. She defined three
teaching modest the Student Centered Classroom, in which the
teacher facilitates and students participate in all classroom
activities; the Instructor Centered Classroom, in which tea-
chers disseminate information through discussions; and the
Content Centered Classroom, in which the teacher generally
presents information through lectures.
The table on the following page shows the relationship
Wilkerson found between teaching mode and subject orientation.
Examining this table, one can see relationships In faculty
preferences for teaching mode and subject orientation.
All faculty members were also asked what it was they
most hoped to accomplish in their classes. The following re-
sponses are listed in order of frequency i Positive relations
with students. Generate enthusiasm. Knowledge of subject, and
Generate class discussion.
Teaching mode . In the only study this researcher has
found where the effect of teaching mode is considered as a
single variable. Centra and Creech (1976) examine the effects
of six methods of instruction. Teachers whose classes
respond to the SIR have the option of choosing one
19
Table 1
Percent of Faculty Member Responses to
Teaching Mode Preference
Teaching Mode
Subject Orientation Content
7o
Instructor
7o
Student
7.
Humanities 0 82 18
Math & Science 50 50 0
Social & Behavioral Sciences 50 33 16
Professional 52 26 20
Note
.
Total number of faculty members = 40.
of the following class descriptions i 1) lecture, with little
or no discussion; 2) lecture and discussion; 3) primarily
discussion; 4) lecture and laboratory; 5) laboratory;
6) other. They found teachers of lecture courses with lit-
tle or no discussion received the lowest mean ratings for
overall teaching effectiveness, while those teachers who used
"other” methods of instruction received the highest ratings.
Characteristics of effective teaching . How do students
structure their perception of instructors? What discrimina-
tions do students make when rating teachers? While it
might appear that criteria for defining effective teaching
would vary between individuals, studies indicate that there
20
is agreement among students, and between faculty aind students,
about the effectiveness of given teachers (Hildebrand and
Wilson, 1970 ).
The earliest documented factor analysis of a teaching
evaluation instrument was performed on the 10 item Purdue
Rating Scale. Independent analysis found two factors, the
first reflecting instructor competence and the second sug-
/
gesting empathy and rapport with students (Smalzereid &
Remmers, 19^3; Creager, 1950; Bendig, 195^)* Though other
studies have focused on a broader domain of teaching behav-
iors and additional factors have been identified, the two
factors found on the Purdue Scales continued to be identified.
Gibb ( 1955 ) found four identifiable factors 1 frierdly demo-
cratic behavior, communication, organization, and academic
emphasis. As factor stnalysis was applied to larger samples
of items, additional factors appeared. Isaacson, McKeachie,
Milholland, Lin, Hofeller, Baerwaldt and Zinn (1964) found
six factors from a pool of 145 items, which they labeled skill,
rapport, structure, overload, feedback and interaction.
The first four factors used in this study seem to corres-
pond to Gibbs* factors. Friendly democratic behavior/rapport
refers to the instructor's interactions with students, while
organization/structure pertains to, the organization and plann-
ing of the course. The communication/skill dimension describes
the way in which materiad is presented, and whether the student
21
Is stimulated and the material clearly explained. Academic
emphasis/overload Is measured by the amount of work a
teacher demands.
The similarities of dimensions found In factor analysis
of student ratings of Instructors can be seen In Table 2.
It Is an expanded version of a table found In Kullk and
McKeachle (1975).
Other studies have been done In which students have
been asked to describe effective teaching. These studies
suggest that college students think of effective teaching In
broad clusters of attributes. Musella and Rusch (1968)
asked 325 "undergraduates ’’what teacher behaviors promoted
their thinking. '* The top ten responses to this open ended
question were: 1. enthusiasm toward subject, 2. helpful
attitude toward students, 3* effective use of questions,
4. skill In presenting materials, 5. knowledge of subject,
6. organization of subject matter, ?. effective discussion,
8. explains clearly, 9. encourages and values other
points of view, 10. Instructor as a human being.
Blal (1975) conducted a similar study and found that
students reported: expert knowledge, ability to stimulate
interest, enthusiasm toward subject, clear explanation^ and
organization had the greatest Impact upon the stimulation
of thinking.
In 1971, Wilson and Dlenst published a three year study
which Involved approximately l600 students and faculty. In
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the Initial phase of this study students were asked to
Identify and describe the teaching of the ''best" and "worst"
Instructors they had had the previous year. Though the top
responses were not prioritized, statements characterizing a
majority of the "best and a minority of the "worst" teachers
emerged. The following Items were found to be descriptive
of 95^ or more of the "best" teachers and 45^ or less of
the ^'worst"; 1. contrasts Implications of various theories,
2
.
seems well read beyond the subject taught, 3 . speaks
clearly, 4. seems to enjoy teaching, 5 . Is enthusiastic
about subject, 6
.
seems to have self confidence, 7 .
explained his/her own criticism, 8 . knows If the class Is
understanding him/her or not, 9. keeps well Informed about
progress of class, 10
.
quickly grasps what a students Is
asking or telling, 11. has a genuine Interest In students.
In 1974 Sheffield sent letters asking 7,000 graduates
of 24 Canadian universities, to name the professors they
remembered os excellent teachers and to say what there was
about them and their teaching that made them effective.
About 14^ responded to the request. The characteristics
most frequently mentioned were: 1 . mastery of subject,
2 . well prepared, 3 . subject related to life, 4. student
questions and opinions encouraged, 5 « enthusiasm about
subject, 6 . approachable, 7 * concern for students’
progress, 8 . sense of humor, 9 « sympathetic, 10 . teaching
aids used effectively.
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Evaluation scales were treated as predictors In two
similar studies carried out I5 years apart at different
universities (French. 1957, I972). In both studies,
clarity. Interest and motivation correlated highly with
student evaluations of college teachers while neatness,
friendliness and the handling of exams carried little weight
in predicting student ratings of effective teachers.
When faculty have been asked to define the characteris-
tics of effective teachers, they consider more than teaching
behaviors. Guthrie (195^) found teaching effectiveness
Judged by colleagues measured Impact upon colleagues, dis-
tinct from the measures of Impact upon students. He
found that Items such as value to the community or state,
ability to cooperate with others In the department, and
general knowledge and range of Interests were the chief
points of collegial interest.
In a survey of 3^7 faculty. Braunsteln and Bens ton (1973)
found similar concerns when faculty were asked to rank the
Instructor characteristics which they perceived chairmen to
value. Professional visibility, research, teaching Impact,
communication ability and departmental contributions were
most frequently mentioned.
Hildebrand. Wilson and Dlenst (1971) found five factors
defining colleague effectiveness: research activity and
recognition. Intellectual breadth, participation In the
academic community, relations with students, and concern for
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teochlng. The same factors emerged when Wilson, Dlenst and
Watson (1973) provided II9 faculty members with a set of 6?
statements describing most and least effective teachers.
In separate studies carried out In 1974 Eecker and Plant
found faculty and administrators agreed on a behavioral base
for faculty evaluation of teaching.
,
While there are some differences between studies, an
overall pattern of teacher characteristics perceived as
necessary for effective college teaching emerges. These
similarities prove to be surprisingly robust, when the raw
data Is factor analyzed.
Summary
The most generallzable research on student ratings has
been the development of statements defining teaching
behaviors which contribute to effective teaching. These
statements have been replicated In a variety of college
situations and consistent factor structures have been
established (See Table 2). However, little Is known about
how students make Judgments about teaching competencies
(Grasha, 1975)* Some variables have been found to influence
student ratings of teaching behaviors. For example, motiva-
tion (measured by optlonallty) and student achievement have
been found to correlate with ratings of some teaching
behaviors, while the research on other variables such as
class size Is inconclusive.
27
The inconsistencies found throughout the research sug-
gest that effects come and go depending upon unaccounted-
for variables. McKeachie (197^) i has attributed these
changes in effects to failure to take into account important
variables in natural educational settings. He goes on to
say that effects are altered by interactions within the
classroom environment, which are ultimately interactions of
personality variables.
Atkinson (197^) suggests generalizable relationships
between personality variables describe only the modal per-
sonality of a particular society at a particular time in
history. Stanley and Campbell (I963 ) support this idea in
their discussion of variables which decay over time.
The present study will not develop generalizable data,
but will focus upon the differences found between two groups,
Art and Other (represented by a variety of departments).
Three variables will be explored* teaching mode, academic
discipline, and student year in school. A multivariate
analysis of variance will determine the significance of
their effects upon the salience of teaching behaviors.
While most studies have been based upon the results of
student course evaluations, this study investigated student
and instructor perceptions of ideal teaching behaviors.
Participants were asked to imagine an ideal teaching situa-
tion and indicate the degree to which the teaching behaviors
described contribute to effective teaching.
The study will provide a contribution to the field of
research in student ratings of teaching behaviors by pro-
viding data for the improvement of questionnaires designed
to evaluate teaching, as well as a base for additional
research.
CHAPTER 2
METHOD
Desip:n of Study
This study focused upon student and instructor percept-
ions of salient teaching behaviors in three teaching inodes.
(The term "instructor** as it is used throughout this study
refers to regular faculty, part-time faculty, and teaching
assistants.) The relationships between the salient teaching
behaviors and academic orientation, student year in school,
and length of time instructors have been teaching, were also
examined.
Factors defining the parameters of effective teaching
are usually considered to be equally important for all teach-
ing situations. The study first explored that assumption by
examining the influence of three student variables on student
ratings of teaching. A multivariate analysis of varisince
determined the significance of the variables* teaching mode,
academic orientation and student year in school.
The influence of instructor perceptions upon the
salience of teaching behaviors has also been explored. Two
of the variables (teaching mode, and length of time in
teaching), provided data for this part of the study. Only
descriptive data will be examined in this instance, as
there were too few cases available to perform a. meaningful
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multivariate analysis of variance.
Students and teachers were asked to rate the Importance
of teaching behaviors for one of the three teaching modes
described (see Table 3 )» Classroom situations were not
evaluated; rather, respondents were asked to picture an
Ideal classroom situation for the mode and to rate the
Importance of each teaching behavior for that situation.
The responses to the questionnaires provided Information
for the following questions:
1. Do students perceive salient teaching behaviors
to differ between teaching modes?
,
2. Do students in Art and Other groups perceive
salient teaching behaviors to differ?
3. Do lower division and upper division students
perceive teaching behaviors to differ?
4. Do instructors perceive salient teaching behaviors
to differ between teaching modes?
5. Do Instructors perceive salient teaching behaviors
to differ depending upon the number of years they have been
teaching?
! While previous studies have generally focused upon
the evaluation of classroom behavior of the Instructor, this
study focused upon teaching behaviors which students per-
ceived as salient for specified teaching modes.
The terms teaching mode and teaching style are often
used interchangeably. Even the dictionary does
not present
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a clear cut difference between the words, mode and style.
It Is not surprising, therefore, that teaching mode has been
conceptualized and defined In a variety of ways. McKeachle
(1969) considered two teachlng/learnlng styles, student
centered and teacher centered. Student centered courses hod
greater student-to-student Interactions, made a greater
attempt to build student cohesion and encouraged students
to discuss their own experiences. Teacher centered courses
were those In which the teacher gave Information to the
students and Interactions were primarily between the teacher
and the student.
Axelrod ( 1973 ) identifies two different teaching modes,
the didactic and the evocative. The didactic mode Is
designed to achieve clearly specified objectives. Through
traditional teaching methods, cognitive knowledge and the
mastery of skills for a definite body of Information Is
generally learned through memorization, repetition and
practice. The major means of learning employed by the evo-
cative mode are Inquiry and discovery. In these student
centered classes, course and professors- exist to meet student
needs, and students are encouraged to use problem solving as
a major means of investigation.
Dubin and Taveggia (I968) describe two teaching modes.
The first they call face to face teaching/learning. It
occurs in most school situations, where the learner and
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teacher interact. The second teaching mode, is an inde-
pendent teaching mode found in situations where the learner
does not interact with the teacher (i.e., computer assisted
instruction, educational TV, radio, etc.).
These three approaches to teaching modes are similar,
in that they each isolate two teaching learning situations.
In one, the learner receives information in a seemingly
passive manner, and in the other the learner can be seen
actively participating in the learning process. However,
there is at least one other teaching learning situation,
lecture discussion, where the learner both receives informa-
tion emd actively participates. In this study three face-to-
face teaching modes will be considered i Individual Student
Focus, Content Focus and Interactive Focus.
The Individual Student mode is one in which on-going
student production is the basis for class meetings. The
meetings provide information and support needed by the
student to continue, improve and expand the learning activity.
Such teaching/learning situations might be found in any sub-
ject area, but are traditionally found in science laborator-
ies and in studio arts classes. This mode has received the
least attention in the literature.
Content focused teaching/learning is probably best
exemplified by lecture classes, where information is
usually selected and presented by the teacher and person-to-
person interaction is minimal. In this study, the content
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mode is defined as having more than half of class time
devoted to teacher presentations.
The mode described as Teacher/student focused is
exemplified by seminars and discussions. This mode provides
students with the opportunity to interact with information,
each other and with the teacher. In this study, it is
further categorized as having no more than half the class
time devoted to teacher presentation. The remaining time is
devoted to active student participation. Table 3 describes
the teaching modes used in this study.
Table 3
Description of Three Teaching Modes
Teaching Modes Examples Description
Individual Student Focus Studio Art On-going student production
Classes is the basis for class
Science Labs meetings. The central focus
is on student work. Class
meetings provide informa-
tion and support needed by
students to continue and
improve their work.
Content Focus Lecture
Film
Information is selected and
presented by the instructor.
More than half the class time
is devoted to teacher pre-
sentations .
Interactive Focus Seminar Students interact with each
Simulation other and with the teacher.
Small group
participation
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Sample
Da.'ta were collected from a. "total, of 725 undergraduate
students and 49 instructors. Two groups of students con-
tributed to the study, Art, and Other. The Art Group
represents "applied" courses while the Other Group repre-
sents "basic" disciplines. Solomon (1966) defines applied
courses as those which deal with ways of making practical
use of the disciplines and basic courses as those which
deal with disciplines directly, (p. 43) Three hundred and
twelve Art students representing approximately three
quarters of the department responded to the study. These
were primarily upper division students and majors in the
department. The 413 students in the Other Group represented
a variety of basic academic disciplines. Data were collected
from 215 students taking introductory Psychology and 105
taking Rhetoric, while the remainder were contributed from
students taking introductory Art History, introductory
Economics and Anthropology. Students in the Other Group
were primarily lower division students and not majors in the
departments from which they were taking courses when sur-
veyed.
The table below indicates the number of students who
responded to the questionnaire in Art and Other Groups.
A total of 49 instructors contributed data to the
study. Of these, 23 who permitted student data to be
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Table 4
The Number of Student Responses for Art and Other Groups
for Three Teaching Modes
ART OTHER
Content Focus 97 142
Individual Focus 106 134
Interactive Focus 109 137
collected in class completed the Faculty Questionnaire! 16
from the Art Department, 5 from Rhetoric, and 1 each from
Anthropology and Economics. Instructors known to the
researcher were sent a questionnaire with a note explaining
the purpose of the study. Questionnaires were returned by
28 of these instructors, of which 26 had sufficient data to
be useful.
Of the 49 instructors responding to the study, 7
responded for the Content Focused Mode, I6 for the Indivi-
dual Focused Mode, and 26 for the Interactive Focused Mode.
Instruments
Most of the statements pertaining to teaching be-
haviors used in this study are an outcome of a large scale
study carried out by Hildebrand, Wilson and Dienst (1971)
•
The study had two major aimsi the first was to define
and describe effective teaching so that college and univer-
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sity instruction could be improved. The second was to find
effective means of incorporating student perceptions of
teaching into personnel decisions. In May, I967, the first
questionnaires provided biographical and academic data,
along with information about the student's college goals and
the objectives they valued in teaching. Students were also
asked to describe the teaching of instructors they identified
as the "best” and "worst" of those they had had the previous
year.
A second questionnaire was distributed to randomly
selected faculty, who were asked to name the "best” and
"worst" teachers among their colleagues. They were also
asked to provide answers to questions about their teaching
activities in class and out of class.
A high degree of agreement between students and faculty
in naming the "best" ^d "worst” instructors was found.
The chi square value, £ ^ .0005# suggests the two groups
have similar perceptions of effective teaching. In a
follow-up survey administered in I968, students (in 57
classes of instructors identified as "best" or "worst")
were asked to indicate to what degree statements were descrip-
tive of their teachers. A four point scale was used.
Differences between the mean scores for "best," "not
nominated" and "worst" teachers were all significant beyond
the .01 level.
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Finally a factor analysis was performed and a five
factor solution was selected. A varimax rotated matrix
with Kaiser normalization was used, and a five factor
solution was selected as providing the most distinct and
interpre table components of effective teaching. Items
having factor coefficients greater than ,4 were retained
and analyzed to determine the consistency and reliability
of the factors. A validation survey conducted in I968
showed that the factors held together well, having high
internal consistency (Alpha reliabilities ranged from .80
to . 89 ).
The five factors produced as the following scales
were defined by students as components of effective teach-
ing.
1. Analytic-Synthetic Approach relates to
scholarship with an emphasis on breadth,
analytic ability and conceptual understanding.
2. Organization-Clarity relates to skill at
presentation, but is subject-related, not
student-related and not concerned merely
with rhetorical skill.
3 . Instructor-Group Interaction relates to
rapport with the class as a whole, sensitivity
to class response atnd skill at securing active
class participation.
y
4
.
Instructor-Individual Student Interaction
relates to mutual respect and rapport between
the instructor and the individual student.
5 . Dynamism-Enthusiasm relates to the flair and
infectious enthusiasm that comes with con-
fidence, excitement for the subject and
pleasure in teaching. (Hildebrand, Wilson &
Dienst, 1971* P* 18)
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The following Table presents the five scales eind their
items, none of which appears in more them one scale. The
factor coefficients from the I968 survey are listed. These
values are similar to those of the I967 survey, although
several new items were added to the I968 survey.
Table 5
Components of Effective Teaching as Perceived by Students*
Scale 1. Analytic /Snythetic Approach Factor Coefficient
1. Discusses points of view other than his own .70
2. Contrasts implications of various theories .66
3. Discusses recent developments in the field .64
4. Presents origins of ideas and concepts .60
5. Gives references for more interesting and involved
points .53
6. Presents facts and concepts fran related fields .53
7. Emphasizes conceptual understanding .46
Scale 2. Organization/Clarity
8. Explains clearly .78
9. Is well prepared .63
10. Gives lectures that are easy to outline .62
11. Is careful and precise in answering questions .61
12. Summarizes major points .51
13. States objectives for each class session .50
Table 5 continued
Scale
,
2. OrRanlzatlon/Clarlty
, Coefficient
14. Identifies what he considers important 47
Scale 3» Instructor-Group Interaction
15. Encourages class discussion 70
16. Invites students to share their knowledge and
experiences 05
17 . Clarifies thinking by identifying reasons for
questions 04
18. Invites criticism of his own ideas
,62
19. Knows if the class is understanding him or not
.58
20. Knows when students are bored or confused
, .57
21. Has interest and concern in the quality of his
teaching
.48
22. Has students apply concepts to demonstrate
understanding
.43
Scale 4. Instructor-Individual Student Interaction
23. Has a genuine interest in students .74
24. Is friendly toward students .71
25. Relates to students as individuals .69
26. Recognizes and greets students out of class .68
27 . Is accessible to students out of class .65
28. Is valued for advice not directly related to the
course
29. Respects students as persons *60
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Table 5 continued
Scale 5. Dynamism/Enthusiasm Factor Coefficient
30. Is a dynamic and energetic person
.80
31. Has an interesting style of presentation
.76
32. Seems to enjoy teaching
.74
33. Is enthusiastic about his subject
.65
34. Seems to have self-confidence
.64
35. Varies the speed and tone of his voice .63
36. Has a sense of humor .53
*Based on 1968 survey. N = 1015
(Hildebrand, Wilson & Dienst, 1971, pp. 18-19.)
A similar factor analysis was carried out for the items
characterizing effective teaching as perceived by faculty.
Again, five factors were developed through a vsirimax rotated
factor matrix with Kaiser normalization. The five factors
produced the scales that Hildebrand, Wilson eind Dienst con-
ceptually interpreted as follows i 1. Research Activity and
Recognition, 2. Intellectual Breadth, 3* Participation in
the Academic Community, 4. Relations with Students, 5» Con-
cern for Teaching, The authors did not describe them further,
(p. 20)
Table 6 presents these five scales and their items,
none of which appears on more than one scale. These factor
coefficients are from the I967 survey
Table 6
Components of the Activities of Effective Teachers*
as Perceived by Colleagues
—Research Activity and Recognition Factor Coefficient
1. Does work that receives serious attention from
others
' gg
2
. Corresponds with others about his research
.69
3. Does original and creative work
.54
4. Expresses interest in the research of his colleagues
.55
5. Gives many papers at conferences
.55
6 . Keeps current with developments in his field
.49
7. Has done work to which I refer in teaching
.48
8 . Has talked with me about his research .38
Scale 2. Intellectual Breadth
9. Seems well read beyond the subject he teaches .66
10. Is sought by others for advice on research .60
11. Can suggest reading in any area of his general field .59
12. Knows about developments in fields other than his own .51
13. Is sought by colleagues for advice on academic matters .43
Scale 3. Participation in the Academic Community
14. Encourages students to talk with him on matters of
.60concern
15. Is involved in campus activities that affect students .58
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Table 6 continued
Scale 3. Participation in the Academic Community Factor Coefficient
16. Attends many lectures and other events on campus .47
17. Has a congenial relationship with colleagues .39
Scale 4. Relations with Students
18. Meets with students informally out of class .58
19. Is conscientious about keeping appointments with
students .57
20. Meets with students out of regular office hours .57
21. Encourages students to talk with him on matters of
concern .55
22. Recognizes and greets students out of class .37
Scale 5. Concern for Teaching
23. Seeks advice from others about the courses he teaches .70
24. Discusses teaching in general with colleagues .60
25. Does not seek close friendships with colleagues
(Negative) -.47
26. Is someone with whom I have discussed my teaching .45
27. Is interested in and informed about the work of
colleagues .44
28. Expresses interest and concern about the quality
his teaching
of
.40
*Based on 1967 survey. N - 119 (Hildebrand, Wilson & Dienst
,
1971, pp.21
Although the items developed from these student identi-
fied components have contributed to the questionnaires used
on many campuses, the items which resulted from faculty
^3
identification of components of effective teaching are less
widely used. The study presented in this paper included
items based upon both scales. The remainder of this chapter
describes the development of questionnaires used for this
study.
Each student and instructor participating in the study
responded to the questionnaire made up of two parts. The
first requested background informationi and the second con-
sisted of statements describing teaching behaviors. Although
most of the teaching behavior statements CEin be found in the
scales previously described, some statements were altered to
increase their appropriateness for the study.
Statements describing 42 teaching behaviors were included
in the questionnaires. The five components with the highest
factor coefficient were selected from each of the scales
found on Table 5» The remaining 1? items were developed
from the components of effective teaching perceived by fac-
ulty (Table 6). The items developed from the faculty scales
are not necessarily those with the highest factor coeffi-
cients, but those with which students would most likely be
familiar. For example, it could be expected that students
would be unaware of faculty activities referred to in such
items as, "Corresponds with others about his research."
Therefore, although that item had a high factor coefficient,
it was not included in the questionnaires used for this
study.
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The same 42 items describing teaching behaviors were
included on both student and faculty questionnaires j only
the background items differed. Four versions of the
questionnaire, three for students and one for faculty were
used for data collection. Each of the three student
questionnaires described one of the three teaching modes
that students were asked to consider in responding to the
questionnaire. The instructor questionnaire described edl
three modes and the respondant was asked to choose one mode
which s/he had used during the last three years. A copy of
the questionnaires can be found in Appendix A.
Scoring
.A five point scale was used to indicate the degree to
which individuals perceived each teaching skill as contribu-
ting to effective teaching. Numerical values were assigned
to each of the response choices. The scale ranged from mini-
mally important to critically important, with minimally im-
portaint set at 1, and critically important at 5« The scale
provided for an expression of the intensity with which each
respondaint perceived the importance of each skill. The scores
for each item were averaged. Thus, if the mean of an item
was 4,42, that item was considered more critically important
(salient) for effective teaching than an item with a mean of
1.97. Although two other choices, "Not applicable" and "no
opinion" were provided, they were not included in the
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summated scale. However, these choices provided the res-
pondant with a more complete range of expressions.
Pilot Study
As a pilot study, questionnaires (found in Appendix B)
were administered to 82 students and 4 lab instructors in an
introductory chemistry laboratory class. The researcher
described the study to the group before distributing the
questionnaires. Upon completion of the questionnaire, all
respondants were asked to comment on any difficulties they
may have had. Fourteen students provided comments, some of
which were useful for redesigning items. Others indicated
that clarification of the researcher's verbal introduction
would be helpful. Instructors made no comments.
After the data and comments were analyzed, some items
were rephrased for clarification. Although no comments
were specifically made about the background items, some of
these were changed to obtain more information about res-
pondants. The changes in the questionnaires can be seen by
compairing the pilot questionnaire found in Appendix B and
final versions found in Appendix A. Data from the pilot
study CELn be found in Appendix B.
Procedure
A meeting was arranged with the Chairman of the Art
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Department to determine the feasibility of obtaining
questionnaire responses from approximately 300 students
in the department. An overview and discussion of the pro-
posed study was presented at a departmental faculty meeting,
where interested faculty were identified. Faculty were con-
tacted and arrangements were made for data collection.
^
Prior to data collection in the Psychology department,
the study was approved by the Human Subjects Committee.
Instructors were then contacted and arrangements made for
the researcher to present an overview of the study during
class time. Ten evening testing sessions were scheduled,
and students had the opportunity to select a convenient
time
.
Instructors in Rhetoric and other departments were also
contacted and arrangements made for the questionnaire to be
administered. All students but those in Psychology courses
responded to the questionnaire during class time. (The
Psychology Department requires that all testing of students
take place outside of class.)
Data Collection
Each time the questionnaire was administered students
provided data for all three teaching modes. Question-
naires, color coded by teaching mode, were alternately
arranged for distribution to eliminate bias which might
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otherwise occur in any specific testing site^ Students
also received a general coding form and number two pencil
to be used for recording their responses.
Students were introduced to the researcher who des-
cribed the purpose and dimensions of the study. The follow-
ing specific points were mentioned
i
1. The questionnaire, which would take about 20
minutes to complete, was designed to investigate the assump-
tion that all teaching skills are equally important to all
teaching situations.
2. Though the items were similar to those found on
student ratings of teaching, this was not an evaluation.
Participajits were being asked to indicate how and to what
degree they think each statement contributes to the effec-
tive teaching structure described on their questionnaire.
3* Three teaching situations had been isolated, studio
classes, lecture classes, and lecture discussion classes.
Each of the questionnaires described one such structure.
4. . The three colors of the questionnaire indicated the
three modes described. The items for all of the question-
naires were the same.
5* Each student would be asked, in responding to the
items, to consider them in relation to the teaching mode
described on his/her questionnaire.
6. Student participation was voluntary.
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7. Results of the study were to be available in Fall,
1977* and students interested in seeing the results were
encouraged to contact the researcher.
8. Questions were cailled for.
Students in Art Classes were also told that through an
arrangement made with the chairman of the department, a com-
puter printout providing descriptive data of questionnaire
results would be available in the Department Office in May,
1977 • Immediately after distributing questionnaires to stu-
dents, the classroom instructor was asked to complete a
questionnaire. At the conclusion of the testing, the group
was thainked for participating in the study.
Analysis
To answer the five questions defining the focus of the
study a multivariate analysis of variance was performed to
determine to what extent the three independent variables
(teaching mode, academic orientation and student year in
school) explain student responses to statements describing
teaching behaviors.
The student data for the 42 items (selected from the
1971 Hildebrand, Wilson and Dienst study) describing
teaching
behaviors were factor analyzed using a varimax rotated
matrix with Kaiser normalization and reduced the items
to
10 factors. Five factors were defined from the
scales of
components of Effective Teaching as Perceived by Students
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(hereafter known as Student Suggested Items) and five factors
were defined from the scales of Components of Effective Teach-
ing as Perceived by Colleagues (hereafter known as Faculty
Suggested Items). Three levels of teaching mode, (Content
Focus, Individual Focus, and Interactive Focus) two levels
of academic orientation (Art, and Other Groups) ajid two levels
of student year in school (lower division, and upper division)
contributed to the study as did the 10 factors.
Two multivariate analyses of variance were performed on
the independent variables, the first using student mean scores
for factors defined by Student Suggested Items and the second
using student meaji scores for factors defined by Faculty Sug-
gested Items. It was expected that the independent variables
would have no effect upon student responses to teaching behav-
iors.
Descriptive data were examined to determine which items
were perceived to be most salient for teaching mode, academ-
ic orientation and student year in school.
The influence of instructor perceptions upon the sali-
ence of teaching behaviors was also explored. Two variables,
teaching mode and length of time in teaching, provided data
for this part of the study. Once again, three levels of
teaching modes were examined (see teaching modes listed
above), as well as four levels of length of time teaching
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(^“5 years, 6-10 years, II-I5 yeairs, and 16 years and over).
Only descriptive data were examined in this instance, as
there were too few instructor responses for other statisti-
cal procedures to yield meaningful data.
Advantages and Limitations of Study
,
The populations selected contribute both advantages and
limitations to this study. Since it was believed that ex-
perience may influence expectations, student populations
sampled were selected for their diverse classroom experiences.
Art students were seen as having considerable experience in
studio classes, while Other students were seen as having
extensive experience in both lecture and lecture-discussion
classes. Art and Other Groups also differ along the basic/
applied dimensions described by Solomon (I966) with Art
representing applied disciplines and Other representing
basic disciplines.
The Art Group represented approximately three-quarters
of the students in that department. It is therefore likely
that the findings reflect student perceptions in the
department.
However, the Art Group provides a limited representa-
tion of applied disciplines. Since it is not known if
perceptions of Art students are similar to those of
students in other applied disciplines, the results of this
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study may not reflect the perceptions of such students.
Students in the Other Group do not represent a single
department, but rather a variety of basic academic disci-
plines. The Group had not been randomly selected and there-
fore the results of the study are limited to this sample
and not generalizable to a larger group. Nevertheless,
since the population represents a variety of classroom ex-
periences, with students from both basic and applied disci-
plines, indications of differences in student perceptions of
sailient teaching behaviors provide baseline data for future
studies
.
The data collected from instructors are limited by
sample size. A larger random sample of instructors would be
needed before the results could provide a cleeir indication of
what instructors across campus perceive to be salient
teaching behaviors.
CHAPTER 3
DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
In presenting the results of the data analysis in this
chapter* each question defining the focus of the study will
be examined. The first three questions to be explored con-
cern student perceptions of salient teaching behaviors. Two
factor analyses will be performed to reduce these data. One
will be performed for items suggested by students and another
for items derived from faculty perceptions of effective
teaching. (The development of these items is discussed in
Chapter 2.) From these factor analyses, dependent variables
will be obtained. A multivariate analysis of variance will
then be performed to determine to what extent the three inde-
pendent variables j teaching mode, academic orientation, and
student year in school, influence student perceptions of
teaching behaviors. Descriptive data will also be examined.
Distribution of item means and frequency of responses will
provide information for each question.
Only descriptive data will provide information for the
two questions pertaining to instructor perceptions of salient
teaching behaviors. Again, distribution of item means and
frequency of responses to items will provide information.
Neither a factor analysis nor a multivariate analysis of
variance will be performed, as there are insufficient data.
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Factor Analysis
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The primary function of factor analysis in this study
is data reduction. The analysis provides a data base for
the multivariate analysis of variance. The structure is
also useful when examining descriptive data.
The teaching behavior items in this study form two cate-
gories. The first is represented by 25 items derived from
the Hildebrand, V/ilson and Dienst study (1971) of student
perceptions of effective teaching. These are items 6 to 30
on the student questionnaires (Appendix A) . This group of
items will be referred to hereafter as A Factors. The second
category will include the remaining 1? items, which were
based upon faculty perceptions of effective teaching, and
will be referred to hereafter as B Factors. These are i cems
31 to 47 on the student questionnaire (Appendix A)
.
Prior to performing the factor analyses, a decision was
made to delete cases which had any missing data. This would
allow the A and B Factors to be represented by an equal num-
ber of cases. After performing the two factor analyses and
deleting all cases with missing data, -it was found that there
was not a sufficient amount of data remaining in each of the
12 cells for the performance of meaningful multivariate analy-
sis (see Appendix C, Table 1). After examining the means and
modes of items, the researcher determined that the inclusion
of the scale midpoint, "important=3, " would result in no
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meaningful change in the mean responses to items having 6.5
percent or less missing data. To further increase the data
available for the multivariate analysis of variance cases
which had data for either the A Factors or B Factors were
accepted. The number of cases for each cell can be seen in
Table 1, Appendix C.
The varimax rotated factor matrix with Kaiser normaliza-
tion resulted in five factor structures being developed for
both the A Factors and B Factors (Table 2, Appendix C). The
five factor solution gave the maiximum number of distinct and
interpretable structures for effective teaching. The factor
matrix indicates that the items within the factor structures
are relatively independent of each other in both the A and
B groups. The variance of all items contributes more to one
factor structure than to the others. Scales have been dev-
eloped from these factors. Items contributing the most
variance to factors have been selected for each scale. No
items appears in more than one scale (Table 3$ Appendix C).
The scales obtained from the factor analyses are defined
below I
A Factors I Student Suggested Items
Al Instructor-Student Interactions! The instructor
and student exhibit rapport and mutual respect.
A2 Analytic-Synthetic Approach! The instructor exhibits
breadth of scholarship and concern for students* conceptual
understanding.
A3 Dynamic-Enthusiastic ! The instructor exhibits
positive attitudes toward teaching and the subject.
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A4 Organization! The instructor exhibits concern for
providing information to students.
A5 Clarity! The instructor exhibits use of specific
methods which enable students to understand the material
being presented.
B Factors! Faculty Suggested Items
Bl Faculty Concern for Student Welfare ! The instructor
spends time on student concerns unrelated to course.
B2 Intellectual Breadth! The instructor exhibits
general breadth of knowledge.
B3 Research-Productivity! The instructor is doing
original work in his/her subject area field.
B4 Instructor-Student Meetings! The instructor keeps
appointments and meets with students as planned.
B5 Concern for Teaching! The instructor shows concern
for the quality of teaching.
The factor analyses also yielded factor scores for each
student for both A and B Factors. No scores were provided
for a group of factors if data were missing for any item in
the group. The available factor scores for each student
provided the baseline data for the multivariate analysis of
variance
.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance
To determine answers to the three main research ques-
tions a three way multivariate analysis of variance was
performed separately on the factor scores of Factors A and
Factors B. (Factors A and B will hereafter also be known
as Variables A and B.) The three independent variables,
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teaching mode, academic orientation and student year in
school were analyzed with each set of five dependent vari-
ables, A and B. Since the data for each factor set was
nonorthogonal, three ordering of effects were used to
determine each main effect. Analyses verified that non-
orthogonality did not effect the statistical results. The
data to be presented in tables for each main effect of the
multivariate analysis of variance will be from the first
order of effects. When examining these data probability of
significance at less than .01 will be noted. It is expected
that the independent variables would not influence student
perceptions of teaching behaviors and that the null hypo-
theses would be accepted. The data relating to each of the
five research questions are presented in order below.
Questions about student perceptions are discussed first,
followed by those about instructor perceptions.
Question 1 .
Do students perceive salient teaching behaviors to
differ between teaching modes?
Multivariate Analysis of Variance . It was expected
that students would no v perceive differences in the salience
of teaching behaviors, and the null hypothesis would be
accepted. The multivariate analysis of variance showed
the
independent variable, teaching mode, to have a main effect
for the dependent A Variables. The F-ratio is 4.750
and is
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significant at a probability of less than .0001. However,
no main effect for the dependent B Variables was shown.
The null hypothesis was therefore rejected for the A
Variables but not the B Variables.
The three variables, Instructor-Student Interaction
(Al), Dynamic-Enthusiastic (A3) and Organization (a4) all
made significant contributions to this effect, with a
probability of less than .01 (see Table 7).
A linear trend was found for the means of the A
Variables (Table 8). Although the standardized means of
these variables indicate students perceive the variable
Instructor-Student Interactions (Al) as salient for both
the Individual and Interactive Focused teaching modes, it
is perceived as most salient for the Individual Focused
teaching mode.
The variable, Analytic-Synthetic Approach (A2), is
perceived as being most salient for the Interactive mode,
while the variables Dynamic-Enthusiastic (A3)t Organization
(A4) and Clarity (A5)» are seen as most salient for the
Content mode.
These data indicate students do not see all teaching
behaviors to be equally important for all teaching modes.
It therefore would be possible for instructors teaching in
two different modes to receive unequal ratings for items
specific to teaching behaviors, yet receive similar ratings
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if students were asked a global question about overall
teaching effectiveness.
Between modes, the variables seen as salient vary;
(Table 8) however, it is interesting to note that the two
variables least salient to the Content Mode, Instructor-
Student Interaction (Al) and Analytic-Synthetic Approach
A2), are perceived to be most salient for the Interactive
Mode. Instructor-Student Interaction (Al) is also seen as
contributing positively to the Individual Mode. Variables
perceived as salient for some teaching modes are seen as
contributing less to effective teaching, in other modes.
.Significance for the A Variables but not the B Vari-
ables suggests students perceive salience of teaching
behaviors to be specifically related to classroom activities
as they are influenced by teaching mode. Those teaching
behaviors tangential to classroom activities (i.e.,
knowledge beyond subject area, meeting with students, etc.)
do not seem to be influenced by mode.
Descriptive Data . The descriptive data provides an
opportunity to examine item means and standard deviations
for each teaching mode. The descriptive data for the
Student Suggested Items (Table 4, Appendix C) indicate that
students perceive differences in salience for some items,
while perceiving virtually no differences in salience for
other items. For example, the mean responses for
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points of view other than his/her own" vary between 3.94 and
3.96, while student responses vary between 3.48 and 4.00 for
the item "Encourages class discuscsion.
"
Student responses to Faculty Suggested Items generally
do not provide a clear pattern of salience between modes.
As the results of the multivariate analysis of variance
indicated, Research-Productivity (b3) is seen as most
salient by students responding to the Individual Focused
mode. However, it should be noted that this factor, as well
as Faculty Concern for Student Welfare (Bl), have grand
means of less than 3* the neutral point (mid-point) of the
rating scale.
Although Instructor-Student Meetings (b4) and Concern
for Teaching (B5) are perceived as salient by students
responding to the Content Mode, there is little difference
between the grand means of these factors for any of the
three teaching modes.
,
The descriptive data show differences of factor means
between teaching modes for the Student Suggested Items.
These means illustrate patterns of consistent differences
for item means within each factor. However, the factor
means for Faculty Suggested Items indicate no consistent
patterns of differences between teaching modes. And the
means of two factors. Concern for student V/elfare (Bl) and
Concern for Teaching (B5)f vary so little between modes
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that what differences do occur may be due to standard error.
Table 9 provides information about items which at
least ^0% of the students perceived as critically important
to effective teaching. Seven items are rated as critically
important for the three teaching modes, and one additional
item is perceived to be critically important to the Content
Focused mode.
All three items which define the perameters of
Vairiable a4, Organization, are seen as being critically
important. This is the only variable for which all items
are perceived to be critically important, and the only
variable in which all items have a mean above 4.4. The
items in Table 9 have means of 4 or more for all reaching
modes, with the single exception of "Relates to students
as individuals" which has a mean of 3*8? for the Content
Focused mode. It is interesting to note, that while
students indicate salience of factors to differ between
teaching modes, a few items are rated as critically impor-
tant by most students for all modes.
Question 2 .
Do students in Art and Other Groups percei/e salient
teaching behaviors to differ?
Multivariate Analysis of Variance . Although it was
expected that students in Art and Other Groups would not
perceive differences for the salience of teaching behaviors.
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the multivariate analysis of variance found Groups (Art
and Other) to contribute significantly to differences in
the outcomes of student ratings of instructors. The
obtained F for the A Variables is found to be significant
at less than .0001, and for the B Variables significance
is at less than .001 (Table 10). The null hypothesis was
therefore rejected for both the A and B Variables.
The effect for the A Variables is primarily explained
by three variables i Instructor-Student Interaction (Al),
Organization (a4), and Clarity (A5)# which were significant
at less than .01. As can be seen from the Table of Marginal
Means (Table 11) for the A Variables, Variables Al and A2
contribute most positively to the Art Group, while Variables
A4, and A5 make positive contributions to the Other Group.
The effect for the B Variables is primarily due to
three variables, Research-Productivity (B3)» Instructor-
Student Meetings (b4), and Concern for Teaching (B5)* These
variables are significant at less than .05. Variables B3
and B5 contribute positively to the Art Group while
Variable b4 makes the greatest contribution to the Other
Group.
Between groups the variables seen as salient vary;
when the marginal mean for the dependent variable is posi-
tive for one group, it is negative for the other (Table 11).
The Art Group sees Instructor-Student Interaction (Al),
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Analytic-Synthetic Approach (A2) and Dynamic-Enthusiastic
(A3) as contributing to effective teaching, while the Other
Group sees Organization (a4) and Clarity (A5) as being more
salient.
Intellectual Breadth (B2), Research-Productivity (33),
and Concern for Teaching (B5), are seen as salient by Art
Students while Others perceive Faculty Concern for Student
Welfare (Bl) and Instructor-Student Meetings (b4) as
making a greater contribution to effective teaching.
No interactive effects were found between "Groups" and
the other two independent variables, student year in school,
and teaching mode, indicating Group is not highly correlated
with either of these variables. Though the test of signifi-
cance does not reveal the magnitude or strength of the re-
lationship between Groups and the ten dependent variables,
it does indicate how often one could expect Group to affect
the outcome of student ratings.
While these data are too limited to generalize to other
Groups, the outcome of student ratings collected from students
in the Art Group differs significantly from data collected
from students in the Other Group. These differences are pri-
mairily contributed to by six variables, Instructor-Student
Interaction (Al), Organization (A4), Clarity (A5)» Research-
Productivity (B3), Instructor-Student Meetings (b4), and Con-
cern for Teaching (B5). Three of these were seen as more
important by the Art Group i Instructor-Student Interaction
68
(Al), Research-Productivity (B3)i Concern for Teaching (B5)i
while the other three variables were perceived as more salient
by the Other Group.
The differences in salient ratings of variables by Art
and Others suggests that student ratings of teaching are re-
lated to their educational experiences. Art students* ratings
for Instructor-Student Interactions may be influenced by their
familiarity with a teaching mode which allows for personal
interactions and an atmosphere in which information can be
provided in a relatively informal manner. The classroom en-
vironment most familiar to students in Other departments is
more formal, and could account for salience of Organization
and Clairity.
Descriptive Data . The descriptive data provides an op-
portunity to examine item and factor means which contribute
to differences between Groups. As expected, Table 5 (Appen-
dix C) indicates the Art Group perceives three variables,
Instructor-Student Interactions (Al), Analytic-Synthetic (A2),
and Dynsimic-Enthusiastic (A3)» as more salient than the Other
Group. Three B variables seem to show differences which may
be meaningful. Research-Productivity (B3) and Concern for
Teaching (B5)» is considered to be of greater importance to
effective teaching by the Art Group while Instructor-Student
Meetings (b4) is seen as more critical by the Other Group.
69
Item means range from 2.5^» "Is known off campus as a
leader or expert in his/her field" to 4.69, "Explains
clearly.” Though means differ between groups, the greatest
differences are found within groups. Nevertheless, Faculty
Concern for Student Welfare (Bl), Intellectual Breadth (B2),
and Research-Productivity (B3) are seen by all students as
contributing less to effective teaching than other variables.
Table 12 provides a list of items which at least 50^5
of students in Art or Other Groups perceive to be critically
important. "Explains clearly" was chosen as the most impor-
tant teaching behavior by 76^ of all students responding to
this study. However, students responding to the Other
Group give it greater importance than do Art students.
Although at least 60?S of all students perceive these
items measuring Organization (a4) to be critically impor-
tant, students in the Other Group give this variable
greater importance than do students in Art. It is of
interest too, that two items, "Relates to students as indi-
viduals" and "Is enthusiastic about the subject" are seen
as critically important by more than 55^ of "the Art Group,
but are less salient to students responding to the Other
Group.
The differences in perceptions between these Groups
regarding critically important teaching behaviors may reflect
differences in student needs (or preferences) and may suggest
that classroom experiences have influenced student expectations.
[1
Table 12
Items of Critical Importance to at Least 50%
of Art or Other Groups and the Factors
to vhich the Items Belong
Item
Explains clearly-
Is well prepared
Knows if the class is understanding
him/her or not
Has an interest in students
Relates to students as individuals
Is enthusiastic about the subject
Is interested and concerned about
the quality of his/her teaching
Percentage of Responses
Factor Art^ Other
A4^ 71 81
A4 62 69
A4 68 72
Al'^ 66 60
A1 57 -
A3® 58 -
B5^ 71 66
Note
.
^ n = 312
^ n = 413
^ Organization
^ Instructor -Student Interactions
® Dynamic-Enthusiastic
Concern for Teaching
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Question 3 «
Do Lower division and upper division students per-
ceive salient teaching behaviors to differ?
Multivariate Analysis of Variance . It was expected
that lower division and upper division students would not
perceive differences in teaching behaviors. However the
multivariate analyses of variance found that lower division
and upper division students contributes significantly to
differences in the outcomes of student perceptions of
instructors. The obtained F for the A Variables was found
to be significant at less than .001. For the B Variables
significance was at less than .0003 (Table 13) • The null
hypothesis were therefore rejected for both the A and B
vairiables.
The effect for the A Vairiables was primarily explained
by the variables A2, Analytic-Synthetic Approach, and a4,
Organization. Both of these are significant at less than
.01. As can be seen from the Table of Marginal Means
(Table 14), the A Variables, Instructor-Student Interaction
(Al), Organization (a4) and Clarity (,A5), are perceived most
positively by lower division students, while variables A2,
Analytic-Synthetic Approach and A3t Dynamic-Enthusiastic
are perceived most positively by upper division students.
In all cases, when the marginal mean for the dependent
variable is positive for one group, it is negative for
the
other.
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The effect for the B Variables is primarily due to B3,
Research-Productivity, which is significant at less than
.001 (Table 13). However, the variables Faculty Concern
for Student Welfare (Bl), Instructor-Student Meetings (b4),
and Concern for Teaching (B5)i are perceived positively by
lower division students, while Research-Productivity (B3),
is perceived most p.ositively by upper division students, who
see faculty Research-Productivity as making a greater con-
tribution to effective teaching than other B variables (Table
14).
These data indicate that student ratings of faculty
collected from lower division students differ significantly
from ratings collected from upper division students.
These differences are primarily contributed to by three vari-
ables, Analytic-Synthetic Approach (A2), Organization (A4) ,
and Research-Productivity (B3). Two of these variables,
Analytic-Synthetic Approach and Research-Productivity, are
seen as more salient by upper division students, while lower
division students see Organization as a more important compon-
ent of effective teaching.
The differences in salient ratings of variables by
lower and upper division students suggest that v/hile all
students have a primary concern for subject information,
lower division students find organization of information
to be vitally importamt.
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Descriptive Data
. This descriptive data provides an
opportunity to examine item and factor means which con-
tribute to differences between lower division and upper
division students. Examining Table 6 (Appendix C) suggests
that lower division students find items for factors a4
(Organization), A5 (Clarity), and 34 (Instructor-Student
Meetings) to be salient to effective teaching. However,
when examining item means in each of the other factors, it
appears that for factors Instructor-Student Interaction
(Al), Anailytic-Synthetic Approach (A2), Dynamic-Enthusias-
tic (A3)f Faculty Concern for Student Welfare (Bl), Intel-
lectual Breadth (B2), and Concern for Teaching (B5)t not all
items in a factor are perceived as salient by the same
group of students. For example, the mean of Factor Al,
Instructor-Student Interaction, for lower division students
is greater than the mean for upper division students.
However, upper division students perceive two items to be
more salient than do lower division students, "Encourages
class discussion," and "Recognizes and greets students out
of class."
Although there were some differences of perceived
salience of item and factor means for Art and Other Groups,
greater differences seem to appear between lower division
and upper division students. It is interesting to note
that upper division students view Research-Productivity as
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salient to effective teaching. However the factor means
fall below the neutral point (3) of the 5 point scale.
Table 15 lists items that lower division or upper
division students perceive as critically important for
effective teaching. Seven of these items appear in each
of the tables of Items of Critical Importance (Tables 9,
12, and 15)* These arei
- Explains clearly
Is well prepared
Knows if the class is understanding him/her
or not
Has an interest in students
Relates to students as individuals
Is enthusiastic about the subject
i
Is interested and concerned about the quality
of his/her teaching.
, An eighth item, "Is conscientious about keeping appoint-
ments with students," appears in two tables. Students
responding for the Content Focused teaching mode perceived
it to be critically important, as did lower division stu-
dents. As mentioned earlier, students in the Content mode
probably have fewer opportunities during class to speak
with the instructor, and may therefore find it necessary
to meet out of class to clarify any issues that may arise.
Lower division students may need greater clarity and support
while becoming accustomed to the not-yet-familiar univer-
sity setting.
Table 15
Items of Critical Importance to at Least 50% of
Lower Division and Upper Division Student s and
the Factors to which the Items Belong
Percentage of Responses
Item
/
Factor Lower^ Upper
Explains clearly A4^ 81 73
Is well prepared A4 68 64
Knows if class is understanding
him/her or not A4 75 65
Has an interest in students Aid 66 59
Relates to students as
individuals A1 51 •
Is enthusiastic about the
subject A3® 53 54
Is conscientious about keeping
appointments with students B4^ 51 . -
Is interested and concerned
about the quality of his/her
teaching 65^ 72 64
Note
.
a
b
c
d
e
f
g
n = 369
n = 355
Organization
Instructor -Student Interactions
Dynamic -Enthusiastic
Instructor -Student Meetings
Concern for Teaching
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Interactions
Only one interaction was found in these analyses (see
Table 7» Appendix C). Student year in school (Lower/upper
division students) by Academic Orientation (Art and Other)
was found to be significant for the B Variables with a
probability of less than .009. The variables Faculty Con-
cern for Student Welfare (Bl) aind Instructor-Student Meet-
ings (b4) were both significant at a probability of less
than .01 and contribute to the interaction.
There appears to be a major difference between the
perceptions of lower and upper division students in both
the Art and Other groups for these variables. Lower divi-
sion students in the Art Group display the least salient
perceptions for Faculty Concern for Student Welfare and
Instructor Student Meetings.
Table 16
Marginal Means of Variable Bl Concern for
Student Welfare as Perceived by
Students in Art and Other Groups
ART OTHER
Lower Division Students -.26
.11
Upper Division Students .03
-.05
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Table 17
Marginal Means of Variable B4 Faculty-Student
Student Meeting as Perceived by
Students in Art and Other Groups
ART OTHER
Lower Division Students
-.22
.17
Upper Division Students -.06
-.06
Variable Bl, Faculty Concern for Student Welfare, is
seen as one of the least important factors by all students
and is seen as less salient by students in Art than in the
Other Group. Responses of students in Art may be explained
by examining the items which contribute to this factor*
1) Meets with students informally out of class, 2) Meets
with students out of regular office hours, 3) Encourages
students to talk with him/her on matters of concern, and
4) Is involved in campus activities which affect students.
Most students in the Art Group are involved in studio
courses, which are generally of long duration and informally
structured, encouraging informal interactions between
students and instructor, making it unnecessary to meet at
other times. Interestingly enough, the only item in this
factor which Art students perceive to be important (rated 3
or higher on the scale) is "Encourages students to talk with
him/her on matters of concern." These data ca; ^ seen in
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Table 5 (Appendix C).
Variable b4, Instructor-Student Meetings, examines-
*
student perceptions regarding the importance of meeting
during office hours. Two items Eire included in this factor
i
"Is conscientious about keeping appointments with students,”
and "Meets with students during regular office hours."
/• This factor is seen as most salient to lower division
students in the Other Group.
Art students, as previously mentioned, can meet with
most instructors during class time, and upper division stu-
dents, more accustomed to the University, appear to have less
need to meet with instructors; therefore, this factor is most
salient to lower division students in the Other Group.
This interpretation of the interaction suggests that if
this study were replicated with other university departments,
these interactions might not be found.
Question 4 .
Do Instructors perceive salient teaching behaviors to
differ between teaching modes?
The item means found in Table 8 (Appendix C) indicate
that instructor perceptions of salient teaching behaviors
differ between teaching modes. Factor analyzed scales and
therefore factor means, are not available for instructor
data. However, means for Student Suggested Items and
Faculty Suggested Items have been calculated for each
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teaching mode, and differences have been found between them.
(See Table 19# below).
Table 19
Grand Means for Student Suggested Items and Faculty Suggested Items
for Responses of Instructors to Three Teaching Modes
' ’ Teaching Mode
^
Content^ Individual^ Interactive^
Student Suggested Items 3.93 4.00 3.97
Faculty Suggested Items 3.45 3.53 3.48
Note
. Number of Faculty Responding to Each Mode
a
Content Focused Mode n = 7
^ Individual Focused Mode n = 16
Q
Interactive Focused Mode n = 26
As can be seen in Table 19» instructors responding to
the Content mode generally perceive teaching behaviors to
be less salient than do instructors responding to the other
teaching modes. However, items which could intuitively be
considered important to effective teaching in the Content
mode, such as "Explains clearly," "Is well prepared," and
"Gives references for more interesting and involved points,"
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are seen as the most salient items for this mode (Table 8,
Appendix C)
.
The mean of six items was 3 or below (3 = importaint, the -
mid-point of the rating scale) for at least one teaching
mode. These items are* 1) Gives presentations that are
easy to outline, 2) Is involved in campus activities, 3) is
known off campus as a leader or expert in his/her field,
4) Knows about developments in fields other than his/her
own,” 5) Discusses teaching in general with students and
colleagues, 6) Meets with students out of regular office
hours (Table 8, Appendix C). Five of these items have been
developed from the Faculty Suggested Items of the 1971#
Hildebrand, V/ilson and Dienst study. "Gives presentations
that are easy to outline" is the single Student Suggested
Item that instructors rated below 3*
Nineteen items are listed as being critically important
for effective teaching to instructors for at least one
teaching mode (Table 20). However, only seven items are seen
as criticcil by all instructors. These items are i 1) Explains
clearly, 2) Is well prepared, 3) Invites criticism of own
ideas, 4) Knows if class is understanding him/her or not,
5) Has an interest in students, 6) Is enthusiastic about the
subject, 7) Is interested and concerned about the quality
of his/her teaching.
Six of these items are also seen by 50fo of students
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responding to thte three modes as critically important to
effective teaching (Table 9f p. ). These items arei
1) Explains clearly, 2) Is well prepared, 3) Knows if stu-
dents are understanding him/her or not, 4) is interested in
students, 5) Is enthusiastic about the subject, smd 6) Is
interested and concerned about the quality of his/her teaching.
/ Although there appears to be considerable differences in
perceptions of most items critical to effective teaching in
the three modes, it is interesting that some teaching behav-
iors are seen by both students and instructors to be important
to effective teaching in the three modes described.
Question 5«
Do instructors perceive salient teaching behaviors to
differ, depending upon the number of years teaching?
Four sets relating to the number of years of teaching
experience have been defined and contribute data to this
study. Three sets represent a five year time span* 1-5
years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, and one set 16 years and
over is open ended. Means for Students Suggested Items and
Faculty Suggested Items have been calculated for each set of
years. The item means found in Table 9 (Appendix C) indicate
that instructor perceptions of salient teaching behaviors
differ with the number of years instructors have been teaching.
Table 21 shows the differences between means of all
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Student Suggested Items and Faculty Suggested Items for each
set indicating the number of years teaching.
Table 21
Grand Means of Student Suggested Items and Faculty Suggested Items
for Responses of Instructors Who Have Been Teaching Varying
Lengths of Time
Number of Years Teaching
1-5^ 6-10^ 11-15^ 16 6e over*^
Student Suggested Items 3.84 4.07 4.18 3.94
Faculty Suggested Items 3.27 3.80 3.74 3.53
Note
.
Number of instructors responding to each set of years
a
, c1-5 years
^ 6-10 years
^ 11-15 years
n = 16
n = 16
n = 8
16 years & over n - 17
The means found in Table 22 indicate instructors
teaching for 1-5 years generally perceive teaching
behaviors
to be less salient than do instructors teaching
for a
longer period of time. However, the mean for all
items
seems to peak between 6 and 15 years and drop
off for
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instructors teaching 16 years or more. An examination of
Table 9 (Appendix C) reveals that instructors teaching
between 6 and 15 years give higher ratings to teaching
behaviors than do instructors teaching 1-5 years or 16 years
and over.
No Student Suggested Items have a mean below the mid-
point of the scale (3 = important). However, five Faculty
Suggested Items fall below the midpoint for at least one set
of years. These items arei 1) Is known off campus as a
leader or expert in his/her field, 2) Knows about developments
in fields other than his/her own, 3) Is involved in campus
activities which affect students, 4) Meets with students out
of regular office hours, 5) Discusses teaching in general
with students and colleagues (Taole 9, Appendix C).
Twenty-five items are listed as being of critical impor-
tance to at least 50^ of the instructors teaching for one of
the sets, defining number of years teaching. Twenty of these
items are perceived as critical to effective teaching by
instructors who have been teaching for 6-10 years and only
seven are seen by all instructors as making an important con-
tribution to effective teaching. These airei 1; Explains
clearly, 2) Is well prepared, 3) Encourages class discussion,
4) Has an interest in students, 5) Relates to students, 6)
Is enthusiastic about the subject, and 7) Is interested and
concerned about the quality of his/her teaching. Five of
these items are also perceived as critically important to
at least of the instructors responding to the three
teaching modest 1) Explains clearly, 2) Is well prepared,
3) Has an interest in students, 4) Is enthusiastic about the
subject, and 5) Is interested and concerned about the
quality of his/her teaching, (see Table 22)
Summary
Each of the five questions defining the focus of this
study were examined. The first three questions to be ex-
plored concerned student perceptions of salient teaching
behaviors, and the two remaining questions concerned instruc-
tor perceptions of teaching behaviors. Two factor analyses
were performed to reduce the data. One was performed for
Student Suggested Items (A Factors) and the other was per-
formed for items derived from Faculty Suggested Items (B
Factors). (The development of these items is described in
Chapter 2). Five factors were obtained for both groups of
items.
These factors became the dependent variables for a
multivariate analysis of variance. The effect of three
independent variables (teaching mode, academic orientation,
and student year in school) was examined for both the A and
B Factors. Teaching mode was found to be significant for
A Factors, £ < .0001, but significance was not
found for
the B Factors. Student academic orientation was found to be
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significant for both groups, £ .0001 for the A Factors
*001 for the B Factors. Student year in school,
defined as either lower division and upper division, was also
found to be significant for the A and B Factors with £
.001 and .0003 respectively.
One interaction effect. Student year in School by
Academic Orientation, was found to be significant at the .009
level for the B Factors. This effect was primarily due to
two variables, Faculty Concern for Student Welfare (Bl) and
Instructor-Student Meetings (b4).
Examining descriptive data for instructor responses
shows that perception of salient teaching behaviors appears
to be influenced by both teaching mode and the number of years
in teaching. The data revealed three items which all groups
responding to the study perceive to be critically important
to effective teaching i 1) Explains clearly, 2) Is well
prepared, and 3) Is interested and concerned with the quality
of his/her teaching.
CHAPTER 4
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
This section has three major components. The first
focuses upon the findings and their implications for the
variables examined in this study i teaching mode, academic
orientation, student year in school, and number of years
in teaching. The second part will focus upon the implica-
tions of these data for questionnaire design and interpre-
tation, and will indicate the areas of further research
suggested by the results of this study. The third part
will discuss areas for future research not specifically
related to this study.
Conclusions and Implications of Variables
Teaching Mode .
The results of this study indicate that teaching mode
significantly influences student perceptions of salient
teaching behaviors which affect the classroom situation.
The multivariate analyses of variance performed on student
data indicate that teaching behaviors perceived as specifi-
relating to classroom activities (Student Suggested
Items, Factor A), are significant, 2 .0001, while
behaviors less directly related to classroom activities
(Faculty Suggested Items, Factor B) do not significantly
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influence student perceptions of effective teaching.
The data describing instructor perceptions for all
teaching modes revealed that instructors also see teaching
behaviors related to classroom activities as more important
than those which focus upon teaching but which take place
outside of class. Although the study found salient teaching
behaviors to differ between students and instructors respon-
ding to the tJiTee teaching modes, six items aire seen as
critically important to effective teaching by all students
and instructors for all modes.
An examination of the student and instructor tables for
Items of Critical Importance for the three teaching modes
(Table 9 and Table 20) shows that six items have consistently
been perceived as critically important to effective teaching*
1) Explains clearly, 2) Is well prepared, 3) Knows if
the class is \mderstanding him/her or not, 4) Is interested
in students, 5) Is enthusiastic about the subject, and
6) Is interested and concerned about the quality of his/her
teaching.
,
The first three items listed above comprise Factor a4.
Organization, one of the ten factors defined in this study.
It is the only factor in which all items were consistently
rated above 4 by all students. The results indicate that
no matter how information is delivered, formally, informally.
In a large lecture class, or one-to-one, clarity, prepared-
ness and the ability to communicate successfully is necessary.
I
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Although the six items listed above are critically im-
portant to all students and instructors for all modes, the
study found that overall, student perceptions of salient
teaching behaviors differ significantly for the three teach-
ing modes. These data suggest that allowances should be
made for the expected differences in the use and interpreta-
tion of student ratings. Teaching behaviors which were per-
ceived as describing effective instruction in one teaching
mode are not necessarily the same behaviors that describe
effective teaching in another.
However, little is known about the general effect that
teaching mode has upon student ratings, and there is need for
more data. Data for teaching modes from a variety of depart-
ments would indicate whether the differences found for Art
and Other Groups can be replicated, with similar items
found to be salient for teaching modes. If differences
persisted across departments, questionnaires could be dev-
eloped which would account for rating differences between
modes.
Academic Orientation .
The results of the multivariate analyses of variance
performed for both the Art and Other Groups indicate that the
independent variables examined in this study were found to sig-
nificantly influence student perceptions of effective teaching
behaviors. Significance was found for teaching behaviors
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directly affecting classroom behavior (Student Suggested
Items) £ < . 0001 , as well as for teaching behaviors which
occurred outside of class (Faculty Suggested Items) £ < . 001 .
Although the study found salient teaching behaviors to
differ between groups, five items were perceived as being
critically important to effective teaching by at least 50^
of the Art and Other Groups. These items are five of the
six previously listed as critically important for effective
teaching in the three modest 1 ) Explains clearly, 2 ) Is
well prepared, 3) Knows if the class is understanding him/
her or not, 4) Is interested in students and 5) Is interested
and concerned about the quality of his/her teaching.
Solomon (1966) also found differences between academic
orientations. When examining student ratings of basic and
applied disciplines he found substantial differences between
the groups. (Academic orientations included in the Other
Group are among those mentioned in Solomon's description of
basic courses, while Art was defined as an applied disci-
pline
.
)
Research indicates that differences in Academic Orien-
tation may be attributed to student characteristics, as
well as to subject matter differences. Studies in cogniti-
ve style indicate that it influences academic choice as
well as contributes to success in the field. There are
four essential characteristics of cognitive style*
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If Cognitive style is defined in terras of process
as a concern with the form, rather than the content of
cognitive activity. Cognitive style refers to "how" people
perceive, think, and relate to others, etc.
2f Cognitive style includes personality dimensions
as well. For example, how one relates to others is a
feature of personality as well as cognition.
3 . Cognitive styles are stable over time.
4. Cognitive styles are bipolar, with social skills
at one end and verbal articulation at the other. Either
pole may have greater value under specified circumstances.
(Witkin et al., 1977 » pp. 15-17)
The two poles are referred to as ’’field dependent-
independent.” Field dependent people are aware of social
frames of reference, while field independent people are
more likely to be analytical. As would be expected, (rela-
tively) field independent people favor interpersonal situa-
tions, while field independent people favor impersonal
situations. (Messick et al. 1976)
Therefore people with similar cognitive styles would
be expected to be found within the same (or similar)
academic areas. In the academic setting, relatively field
independent individuals can be found in such fields as
Science, Math, Experimental Psychology, Engineering, and
Architecture, while relatively field dependent people can
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be found in Sociology, Humanities, Languages, Social Services,
Teaching, Clinical Psychology, Writing and Nursing (Witkin, et
al. 1977).
Research in cognitive style suggests that the population -
of the present study could be expected to represent both the
field dependent and field independent poles. Although a lar-
ge number of students in the Other Group have not yet declared
a major area of academic interest, it is expected that a grea-
ter number of relatively field dependent people can be found
in this group than in the Art Group, Relatively field indepe-
ndent people would be expected to be found in the Art Group,
Witkin ( 1977 ) reports preferences for teaching strategies
differ between field dependent and field independent instruc-
tors,. Research on the effect of cognitive style on instructors
approach to teaching examines the social, interactive role of
the teacher. Field dependent teachers have been found to fav-
or interactions with students, while field independent teachers
prefer a more impersonal orientation. The following table
provides the characteristics most frequently associated with
field dependent and field independent instructors (Table 23).
The differences found in the research on cognitive style
support the feelings o2 many college instructors that there is
no single definition of effective teaching, and that effective
teaching depends upon the perceptions of both the teacher and
student. Teachers and students with matched styles view each
other positively, while those with mismatched styles do not
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Table 23
Classroom Characteristics of Field Dependent
and Field Independent Teachers
Field Dependent
Questions to check learning
Finds discussion effective for
learning
Students organize content and
sequence of course
Students set course standards
Less hostility expressed
Reliance on others for self-defini-
tion (problem in antagonizing
others)
Teaches facts
Field Independent
Questions to introduce topic
Finds lecture effective for
learning
Organizes content and sequence
of course
Teacher sets course standards,
points out errors and tells
why to enhance learning
Greater sense of separate self-
identity
Encourages students to apply
principles
Teaches facts
(De Stefano, 1969)«
Perceptions of teaching behaviors would therefore be influ
enced by the match or mismatch of teacher and student
cognitive styles.
This study found students in Art" and Other Groups to
have significantly different perceptions of salient teaching
behaviors. The research in cognitive style also finds dif-
ferences in perceptions of students (field dependence-
independence) in dissimilar academic orientations. Since
differences can be expected, allowances should be made when
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designing and interpreting student ratings of teaching
behaviors in dissimilar academic disciplines. Hov/ever,
^^^^ber research on the relationship between cognitive style
and student ratings is needed.
Student Year in School .
The results of this study indicate that lower division
and upper division students perceive salient teaching
behaviors to differ significantly. The multivariate analyses
of variance performed on the student data indicate that
Student Suggested Items (Factor A), are significant below
the .001 level, and the Faculty Suggested Items (Factor B),
are significant below the .0003 level. Although salience of
teaching behaviors was found to differ, six items are per-
ceived by at least of both lower and upper division stu-
dents to be of critical importance to effective teaching
(Table 15) • These are the same six items found by 50^ of
students and teachers to be critically important to effective
teaching in each of the three teaching modes. The items
are I 1) Explains clearly, 2) Is well prepared, 3) Knows
if the class is understanding him/her or not, 4) Has an
interest in students, 5) Is enthusiastic about the subject,
and 6) Is interested and concerned about the quality of
his/her teaching.
Some of the differences in lower and upper division
students* perceptions of salient teaching behaviors may be
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accounted for by intellectual and ethical development (Perry,
1970 ; Wilson Gaff et al., 1975) • Perry has suggested that as
students progress through the university they move toward an
increased acknowledgement of multiple responsibilities. For
example, they may develop different expectations for the
learning process, becoming more able to organize and clarify
subject materials themselves, and are therefore less dependent
upon the instructor.
Whatever the reason, lower division and upper division
students do perceive differences in salient teaching behav-
iors. These differences should be considered when interpre-
ting student ratings.
Interactioni Student year in School by Academic Orientation.
The interaction between the perceptions of lower and
upper division students in Art and Other Groups, while
inconclusive, suggests the possibility that student intel-
lectual and ethical development may differ between academic
disciplines. Differences in development may be influenced
by experiences within the classroom as well as without, or
may be affected by personality variables or cognitive style.
For example, both lower and upper division Art students
do not perceive faculty-student meetings to be as im-
portant as do lower division students in the Other Group.
This may be due to greater independence and confidence of
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the Art students, who have made a commitment and are
exploring their responsibilities.
As would be expected, differences were found in the
intellectual and personal development of students (Gaff, et
S-l'i 1975)* Students who had made the greatest changes
were found to have made conscious efforts to expaind their
experiences. It seems reasonable to believe that these
experiences v;ould differ with student interest, and by ex-
tension, with academic orientation. These differences could
be expected to influence student perceptions, and possibly
cause interactions similar to the one in this study.
Number of Years Teaching .
The results of the study indicate that instructors
perceive differences in salient teaching behaviors depend-
ing upon the number of years they have been teaching.
These data reveal that less experienced instructors per-
ceive fewer teaching skills to be important to effective
teaching than do more experienced instructors. A con-
sistent linear increase in the number of behaviors which
instructors perceived to be important is reported up to the
fifteenth year of teaching, when a decrease in salient be-
haviors occurs. However, the sample for this study is
limited, and additional research would be needed before
generalizations about the relationship of student ratings
and the teaching behaviors perceived by instructors as
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salient could be made.
Research examining the relationship of teacher per-
ceptions of salient teaching behaviors and student ratings
of the instructor would provide information about the re-
lationship between teaching effectiveness sind the teaching
behaviors that instructors perceive as critical. These
data would help to answer the question of what instructor
/
attitudes contribute to more effective teaching.
Implications for Questionnaire Design
This section will explore the implications of salient
teaching behaviors for the design and interpretation of
teacher evaluation questionnaires. Factor means which
fall below the neutral point on the rating scale will also
be examined.
Questionnaire Design .
There seems to be general agreement among people
working in the area of faculty evaluation that question-
naires are used for either or both of two purposes* for
the diagnosis of teaching strengths ?.nd weaknesses, and for
administrative decisions.
The data presented in this paper suggests a differ-
ence in salience of items for teaching modes, departments,
and student years in school. These differences suggest a
reassessment of items included in questionnaires. It
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would seem, if questionnaires are to provide an accurate
profile of teaching effectiveness, that items most salient
for a teaching situation be included in the questionnaire,
while items measuring the same factor, but found to be less
salient be eliminated. For example, more useful informa-
tion could be gathered if questionnaires were designed for
different modes within a department. Items most salient to
that mode and department would be included. These question-
naires would help instructors interested in teacher impro-
vement, and items specifically pertinent to teaching
modes within departments would provide the instructor with
student ratings of salient competencies. This would eli-
minate the confusion that may come from ratings on rela-
tively unimportant items. As we have seen, the relation-
ship between items varies with populations, making it
difficult to interpret items for a generalized population.
Items designed for teacher improvement should provide a
comprehensive picture of effective teaching for a given
situation.
.
While these questionnaire results would be most useful
to instructors interested in improving their teaching, they
would also be useful for administrative decisions. However,
for data to be most useful for administrative purposes, an
emphasis should be placed upon items which discriminate
between effective and less effective instructors. Although
some specific items such as. "Is available during regular
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office hours” or "Is careful and precise in answering
student questions" may be useful in indicating a general
level of respect for students, a few global items could
provide more concise information useful for administrative
decisions.
Whether questionnaires are designed for improvement
or personnel decisions, items from each of the scales
derived from. the characterization of effective teachers
should be included. The scales focus upon major factors
considered important to effective teaching. If rating
forms omit items relating to certain of these factors,
effective teaching is not being fully examined.
Implications of Research Findings
In spite of some limitations of the sample populations,
the results of this study indicate that three variables
i
teaching mode, academic orientation, and student year in
school significantly influence student perceptions, and
that two variables, teaching mode auid number of years
teaching, influence instructor perceptions.
Although numerous investigators have tried to find
variables, which influence ratings, results ha/e been
inconsistent. Course and Instructor characteristics
found to influence ratings in one study may not influence
them in another. However, the importance of student
classroom characteristics in determining student perception
104
of effective teaching was found in studies by Riechmann
( 197^) and Treffinger and Feldhusen (I970).
Most variables account for a small part of the total
variance of student ratings. Treffinger and Feldhusen
examined multiple correlations of generalized ratings and
found that multiple predictions accounted for no more than
21^ of the variance, and they were cautious about the accur-
acy of their predictions. However, Reichmann found that
learning style accounted for a greater percentage of the
variance.
It is important to identify variables which would
account for a large part of the variance found in student
ratings. Cognitive style may be such a predictor. The
field dependent-independent parameter includes personality
dimensions (how one perceives, relates to others, and
thinks, and problem-solves) . Studies in the teacher evalua-
tion literature suggest a strong relationship between cogni-
tive style and choice of academic discipline (Messick et al.,
1976; Witkin, 1977) f as well as between teaching mode and
academic orientation (Solomon, I966; Peters, 197^ J Pohlman,
1976).
Research which focused upon the relationship between
cognitive style and student perceptions of effective teaching
might, therefore, provide additional information for needed
changes in the development and interpretation of teaching
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evaluation questionnaires, to make the design and interpreta-
tion of student ratings of instructors more meaningful.
Summary
This is the first study in the educational literature
to suggest that teaching behaviors are not perceived as
equally salient and that salience may be influenced- by teach-
ing mode, student, and academic characteristics. Although
reseeirch to determine the perceptions of students in other
departments is needed before generalizations about salience
of teaching behaviors can be made, the data from this study
indicate that sajLient modes should be considered when student
rating questionnaires are developed and interpreted. Other
areas of research suggested by the study are an examination
of the relationship between cognitive style and perceived
salience of teaching behaviors, and between student ratings
of teaching behaviors and the importance that instructors
place upon those behaviors.
APPENDIX A
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Four versions of the questionnaire were used in this study, three
for students and one for instructors. Each of the three student ques-
tionnaires described one teaching mode, while the instructor question-
naire described all three modes. The same 42 items describing teacher
behaviors were included on both student and faculty (instructor)
questionnaires. However, the background items differed.
In this appendix the faculty questionnaire is presented in its
entirety. The student background items and descriptions of teaching
mode as presented for each student questionnaire follows.
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about
teaching skills you perceive as contributing to effective teaching.
The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of the questionnaire
asks background questions. The second part lists teaching activities
which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Directions
Part I
The first part of this questionnaire asks four questions about you.
Your answers to these items will help to make the interpretation of
the second part of the questionnaire more meaningful. Record your
answers on the coding sheet.
1.
Which classroom structure are you responding to when answering
the questionnaire?
1. Individual Student Focus
2. Content Focus
3. Interactive Focus
2 . The number of years you've been teaching:
1. 1-5
2. 6-10
3. 11-15
4. 16 and over
3. What is your teaching area?
1. Psychology
2. Education
3. Art History
4. Art Education
5. Visual Arts
6. Science and Math
7. Social Sciences
8. Humanities
9. Other
1. Male
2 . Female
4. Sex
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Part II
Please respond to one questionnaire for one of the classroom
structures described below, which you have used during the last three
years
.
Description of Classroom Structures
Classroom Structure Examples Description
Individual Student
Focus
- Studio Art
Classes
- Science Labs
On-going student production
is the basis for class
meetings. The central focus
is on student work. Class
meetings provide information
and support needed by students
to continue and improve their
work.
Content Focus Lecture
Film
Information is selected and
presented by the instructor.
More than half the class
time is devoted to teacher
presentations
.
Interactive
Focus
Seminar
Simulation
Small group
participation
Students interact with each
other and with the teacher.
As you respond to the second part of the questionnaire, try to picture
vour ideal for the classroom structure you have chosen. It is expected
that your ideal will not accurately depict what actually took place in
any single real classroom. However, your answers to this questionnaire
should indicate how important you think each statement is in contributing
to your ideal of teaching effectiveness in the classroom structure you
have selected.
110
Please read each statement carefully and respond by selecting one of
the following choices:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
minimally important critically not no
important important applicable opinion
Record your answers on the coding sheet. Please select a response for
all statements.
5. Discusses points of view other than his/her own
6. Contrasts implications of various theories
7. Discusses recent developments in the field
8. Presents origins of ideas and concepts
9. Gives references for more interesting and involved points
10. Explains clearly
11. Is well prepared
12. Gives presentations that are easy to outline
13. Is careful and precise in answering questions
14. Summarizes major points
15. Encourages class discussion
16. Invites students to share their knowledge and experiences
17. Clarifies thinking by identifying reasons for questions
18. Invites criticism of own ideas
19. Knows if the class is understanding him/her or not
20. Has an interest in students
21. Is friendly toward students
22. Relates to students as individuals
Ill
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.
2 3
_4 5 6 1
minimally important critically not no
important important applicable opinion
23. Recognizes and greets students out of class
24. Is accessible to students out of class
25. Is a dynamic and energetic person
26. Has an interesting style of presentation
27. Seems to enjoy teaching
28. Is enthusiastic about the subject
29. Seems to have self-confidence
30. Is known off campus as a leader or expert in his/her field
31. Does original and creative work outside of class in his/her field
32. Expresses interest and is informed about the work of colleagues in
their fields
33. Keeps current with developments in the field
34. Seems knowledgeable beyond the subject matter taught
35. Can suggest additional references
36. Can suggest resources in area of his/her general interest
37. Knows about developments in fields other than his/her own
38. Encourages students to talk with him/her on matters of concern
39. Is involved in campus activities which effect students
40. Is conscientious about keeping appointments with students
41. Meets with students during regular office hours
42. Meets with students informally out of class
43. Meets with students out of regular office hours
44. Seeks advice about the courses he/she teaches from students and
colleagues
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7
minimally
important
important critically
important
not
applicable
no
opinion
45. Discusses teaching in general with students and colleagues
46. Is interested and concerned about the quality of his/her teaching
r
L.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about
teaching skills you perceive as contributing to effective teaching.
The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of the questionnaire
asks background questions. The second part lists teaching activities
which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Directions
Part I
The first part of this questionnaire asks four questions about you.
Your answers to these items will help to make the interpretation of
the second part of the questionnaire more meaningful. Please record
your answers on the coding sheet.
1. What color is your questionnaire?
1. yellow - Content Focused
2. pink - Individual Student Focus
3. green - Interactive Focus
2. What is your major area?
1. Psychology
2. Education
3. Art History
4. Art Education
5. Visual Arts
6. Science and Math
7. Social Sciences
8. Humanities
9. Other
3.
Year in school:
4. Sex
1. Freshman
2. Sophomore
3. Junior
4. Senior
5. Graduate
6. Non-degree
7 . Other
1. Male
2 , Female
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Part II
Please respond to this questionnaire for the classroom structure des-
cribed below.
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examples Description
Interactive Focus Seminar Students interact with each
Simulation other and with the teacher
Small group
participation
As you respond to the second part of the questionnaire, try to
picture your ideal for the classroom structure described above. It is
expected that your ideal will not accurately depict what actually took
place in any single real classroom. However, your answers to this
questionnaire should indicate how important you think each statement
is in contributing to your ideal of teaching effectiyeness in a classroom
with an Interactive Focus.
Have you ever taken a college course which had a structure similar
to the one described above?
1. Yes
2. No
3. Not sure
5.
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Part II
Please respond to this questionnaire for the classroom structure des-
cribed below:
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examples Description
Individual Student
Focus
Studio Art classes On-going student pro-
duction is the basis for
Science Labs class meetings. The
central focus is on
student work. Class
meetings provide infor-
mation and support needed
by students to continue
and improve their work.
As you respond to the second part of the questionnaire, try to
picture your ideal for the classroom structure described above. It is
expected that your ideal will not accurately depict what actually took
place in any single real classroom. However, your answers to this
questionnaire should indicate how important you think each statement is
in contributing to your ideal of teaching effectiveness in a classroom
where the focus is on the Individual Student.
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Part II
Please respond to this questionnaire for the classroom structure des-
cribed below:
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examples ttescription
Content Focus ‘ Lecture film Information is selected and
presented by the instructor.
More than half the class
time is devoted to teacher
presentations.
As you respond to the second part of the questionnaire, try to
picture your ideal for the classroom structure described above. It is
expected that your ideal will not accurately depict what actually took
place in any single real classroom. However, your answers to this
questionnaire should indicate how important you think each statement is
in contributing to your ideal of teaching effectiveness in a Content
Focused classroom.
APPENDIX B
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Four versions of the questionnaire were used in this study,
three for students and one for instructors. Each of the three
student questionnaires described one teaching mode, while the instruc-
tor questionnaire described all three modes. The same 42 items des-
cribing teacher behaviors were included on both student and faculty
(instructor) questionnaires. However, the background items differed.
In this appendix the faculty questionnaire is presented in its
entirety. The student background items and descriptions of teaching
mode as presented for each student questionnaire follows.
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FACULTY QUESTIONNAIRE
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about
teaching skills you perceive as important in contributing to effec-
tive teaching. The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of
the questionnaire asks background questions.. The second part lists
teaching activities which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Please respond to one questionnaire for each of the classroom
structures which you have used during the last three years. See the
table below for the three classroom structures.
Description of Classroom Structures
Classroom Structure Examples Description
Individual Student Studio art On-going student production
Focus classes
Science labs
is the basis for class meet-
ings. The central focus is
on student work. Class meet'
ings provide information and
support needed by students t(
continue and improve their
work.
Content Focus Lectures
Films
Information is selected and
presented by the instructor.
More than half of the class
time is devoted to teacher
presentations
.
Interactive Focus Student
presentations
Round table
discussion
Simulation
Small group
participation
Students interact with each
other and with the teacher.
Attached are three questionnaires, one for each of the class-
room structures. Respond to a questionnaire for each situation in
which you have taught.
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Directions
The first part of this questionnaire asks two questions about
you. Your answers to these items will help to make the interpreta-
tion of the second part of the questionnaire more meaningful. Record
your answers on the coding sheet.
Part 1
1,
Classroom structure:
1. Individual Student Focus
2. Content Focus
3. Interactive Focus
2.
Number of years teaching:
1. 1-5
2
.
6-10
3. 11-15
4. 16 and over
As you respond to the second part of the questionnairs
,
try to
picture your ideal for the classroom structure you have chosen. It
is expected that the ideal will not accurately depict what actually
took place in any single real classroom. However, your answers to
this questionnaire should indicate how important you think each
statement is in contributing to your ideal of teaching effectiveness
in the classroom structure you have selected.
Please read each statement carefully and respond by selecting one
of the following choices:
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
no
opinion
minimally
important
important critically
important
not
applicable
Record your answers on the coding sheet. Please select a response
for all statements.
Part 2
3. Discusses points of view other than his/her own.
Read each statement carefully and respond by selecting one of the
following choices:
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
no minimally important critically not
opinion important important applicable
4. Contrasts implications of various theories.
5. Discusses recent developments in the field.
6. Presents origins of ideas and concepts.
7. Gives references for more interesting and involved points.
8. Explains clearly.
9. Is well prepared.
10. Gives lectures that are easy to outline.
11. Is careful and precise in answering questions.
12. Summarizes major points.
13. Encourages class discussion.
14. Invites students to share their knowledge and experiences.
15. Clarifies thinking by identifying reasons for questions.
16. Invites criticism of own ideas.
17. Knows if the class is understanding him/her or not.
18. Has genuine interest in students.
19. Is friendly toward students.
20. Relates to students as individuals.
21. Recognizes and greets students out of class.
22. Is accessible to students out of class.
23. Is a dynamic and energetic person.
24. Has an interesting style of presentation.
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Read each statement
following choices:
carefully and re spond by selecting one of the
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
no minimally important critically not
opinion important important applicable
25. Seems to enjoy teaching.
26. Is enthusiastic about the subject.
27. Seems to have self confidence.
28. Does work that receives serious attention from others.
29. Does original and creative work.
30. Expresses interest and is informed about the work of colleagues.
31. Keeps current with developments in the field.
32. Seems knowledgeable beyond the subject matter taught.
33. -Can suggest additional references.
34. Can suggest resources in any area of his/her general interest.
35. Knows about developments in fields other than his/her own.
36. Encourages students to talk with him/her on matters of concern.
37. Is involved in campus activities which effect students.
38. Meets with students informally out of class.
39. Is conscientious about keeping appointments with students.
40. Meets with students during regular office hours.
41. Meets with students out of regular office hours.
42. Seeks advice (reactions) to the courses he/she teaches
43. Discusses teaching in general.
44. Is interested and concerned about the quality of his/her
teaching
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This is the first time this questionnaire has been used. Please
comment on any difficulties you may have had. (Use the other side
of this paper if necessary.) Thank you for your participation.
;
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Individual Student Focus
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about teaching
skills you perceive as important in contributing to effective teaching.
The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of the questionnaire
asks background questions. The second part lists teaching activities
which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Please respond to this questionnaire for the classroom structure
described below:
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examp le s Description
Individual Student
Focus
Studio art
classes
Science labs
On-going student production
is the basis for class meet-
ings. The central focus is
on student work. Class meet-
ings provide information and
support needed by students to
continue and improve their
work
.
J
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Directions
The first part of this questionnaire asks four questions about youYour answers to these items will help to make the interpretation ofthe second part of the questionnaire more meaningful. Please recordyour answers on the coding sheet.
Part 1
1. Classroom structure:
/
1. Individual Student Focus
2. Content Focus
3. Interactive Focus
2. Major:
1. This department
2. Another department
3. Year in school:
1. Freshman
2 . Sophomore
3 . Junior
4. Senior
5 . Graduate
6. Non-degree
7. Other
4. Sex:
1. Male
2. Female
As you respond to the second part of the questionnaire, try to
picture your ideal for the classroom structure you have chosen.
It is expected that the ideal will not accurately depict what actually
took place in any single real classroom. However, your answers to
this questionnaire should indicate how important you think each state-
ment is in contributing to your ideal of teaching effectiveness in
the classroom structure you have selected.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Content Focus
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about teaching
skills you perceive as important in contributing to effective teaching.
The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of the questionnaire
asks background questions. The second part lists teaching activities
which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Please respond to the questionnaire for the classroom structure des-
cribed belov?:
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examp le s Description
Content Focus Lectures
Films
Information is selected and
presented by the instructor.
More than half the class time
is devoted to teacher pre-
sentations
.
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE
Interactive Focus
This questionnaire is designed to provide information about teaching
skills you perceive as important in contributing to effective teaching.
The questionnaire has two parts. The first part of the questionnaire
asks background questions. The second part lists teaching activities
which might contribute to any teaching situation.
Please respond to this questionnaire for the classroom structure
described below:
Description of Classroom Structure
Classroom Structure Examples Description
Interactive Focus Student
presentations
Round table
discussion
Simulation
Small group
participation
Students interact with each
other and with the teacher.
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Table 2
Items of Critical Importance to at Least 50% of First Year
Chemistry Students Responding to Three Teaching Modes
Teaching Mode
Item Content Individual^ Interactive^
Explains clearly 83 91 71
Is well prepared- 64 75 71
Gives lectures that are easy to
outline - 55
Is careful and precise in
answering questions 56 75 52
Summarizes major points 53
Encourages class discussion - - 50
Knows if the class is understanding
him/her or not 60 82 67
Has a genuine interest in students - 58 52
Is accessible to students out of
class - - 57
Is conscientious about keeping
appointments with students - - 50
Seeks advice (reactions) to the
courses he /she teaches - - 50
Is interested and concerned about
the quality of his/her teaching . 82 61
Note
.
Number of students responding to modes;
Content Focused Mode n = 25
Individual Focused Mode n = 36
Interactive Focused Mode n = 21
132
c
APPENDIX C
133
1
Sampling
Distribution
for
A
Factor
and
B
Factor
Groups
<£>
(U
4J
cM
VO CO
>-i
O
Si
•uO
>
•r^
c
o
00
(U
s:
4-1
o
>
•t-4
•o
C3
CN
vO
m
CO
Td 4J
(U d
4J o
(1) o
1—4
<uQ
d
0)
(U
pa
CO Cd
cd
rd o
4-1
cd CJ
4-1 Cd
cd PmO
<
00
•ri
CO
CO •
•H Pc
cu
4-1
^1 d
(U M
4-4
IW
< •
4-»
V4
<
•r^
r)
d
o
00
cr\
<1
-
<N
CO
CO
Cv)
oo
m
vD
O
4-1
CJ
cd
PQ
4-1
)-l
<
4J
d
o
u vD
CNJ
CO
V4
(U
4-1 m
d CMM
>
TJ in
d cNjM
00
m
vo
m
4-1
d
o
o
ov
CNl
00
m
4-)
d
o
o
<!
CM
00
Mt
o Pi
o O
jd •1-4
CJ Si d
CO D. <L)
O CO
d CO 1
•H 1 Pi
Si O
S-i CO •H
cd O d
cu V4 d
Pm •o
o Pi
o O
Si •t-4
o Si d
CO CP (U
o CO
d CO 1
*r4 1
Si O
Pi CO •f-4
cd O d
cu Pi d
>1 Pm •“5
Note
.
^
Population
of
A
Factor:
n
652.
^
Population
of
B
Factor:
n
=
527.
Varimax
Rotated
Factor
Matrix
After
Rotation
t-i
o
4-)
u
o in vo o CO
I—I r-1 ID CM CO
»—
4
CM o o^ in
CO CO lO vo
CM CO lO <} m
CM in m CO c»
r-i o CO COO O CM i-< 1-1
I I
O CM o \o
1-4 vO <) CM 00O 1-1 O 1-t o
00 in 1-1 o^ in
1-1 O 1-1 O CM
CM CM O O I-H
I
O VO CO
4J m O
O CM CM o
cd
pl4
•
1
O' 00 vD m 1—I 00
CO CM CM 1-1 CO <) OO vO m CM <}• CM o
CO in CM 00 o CM
vo o in CO i-M CO
o 1—< 1—1 in CO 1—1 CM
I
m »;} in CM CM o m
o in CM 1-1 in CO
1—1 CM 1—1 1—1 1—4 CM i—<
I I
CO
V4
o
4J
O
c Cd
o CO
•1-4 B
4J d)
cd u
N M
•r4
1—4 03
cd <U
B 4J
CO
O 4U2 00
oo
P4 3 CM
0) w
(0 1-4
•r4 4J O
Cd C 4-1
iyi 0) CJ
"O CdX 3 Pm
4J 4J
•H CO
1—it^cocoiTiOor^Ocor^r-icooooor^invOi-iinoocMcMOr-i
OC3^0coc3^cococor^Ocoln<J•.^r^oOln^^r«r^CJ^lOl-^^'vDOOCMOr-40i-<i—li—It-IOOi—li—li—ICMCMCMCMCM<}-inr^vOin
CO CO m 1—
1
00 »—
1
o
c- O o 1—
<
CM \o CO
in vO in 1—1
CM \0 VD
CO vDO 1-4 —
4
n' vD O
'd-
00
vD vo vo
<1- --4 O
o 00 in
CM CO CO
1—4 1—4
vD CM c:^
m o <}
in lO CO
CM 1-1
V4
O
4-t
o
rJ
fX4
CO 'd' CO »-<
o CO 1-4 o 00
1-4 O O O 1-4
I I
m in 00 vD
o 1-4 m 00 CO
o o o O 1-4
CJN 'd- CM CO 'd'
iX3 CO 1-4 m
<t in CM CO CM
OOOOi-MCMvd-
<j- o 1-4
in vD 4^ in CM
C^i CO 1-1 00 CO
1-4 o n- vD
CO 1—4 CM CM 1—1
I
vD n- 00 CTv o CM CO <}• m v3
B O o o O T—
1
I—
1
1—4 1—4 f—
1
1—4 r-1 1—4
0)
4J e B B B B 6 E B B B E EM d) 0) d> d) dJ d) di (U 01 d) 01 01
4-) 4-1 4J 4-1 4-1 4-1 4-1 4-1 4J 4-1 4-1 4-1
M M M M M M t-4 1-4 1-4 M H M
00 43V O 1—1 CM CO -d- in vO r- 00 ON O
?—
1
CM CM CM CM CM CM CM C-l CM CM cn
E 0 E B E E E B B B B e 6
<D 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 01 <D Q)
4J 4J 4-1 4J 4J 4J 4-1 4-1 4-1 4-1 4J 4JM M M M M 1-4 1-4 H M M 1-4 M M
Faculty
Suggested
Items
in
o
4-t
o
(d
00.-ICMi-l,-l,-(,-lCMi-lcs|i-<0f-lvD^in
'd-
(0
0)
e
3
C
V4
O o^ rH 00 vO
4-) in cr. o cn o
U o o cs
Cd •
1
vomCTNcncNcscnmcMr^
C'^oooo^oo<Ja^^^cooo
i-ii—iOvDmr-(CM.-tO{n
i-i
(1)
JC
CO
>-l CO CSJ VD CO CN vD m
o VO in CM o
4J \D m cs o r—
1
CO 1—
<
O •
03
t>o
c
•H
•a
c
o
Pu
m
<u
u
ulna^ovDo^^-loo^n o
<3'CM<}-oor^<}-r^CTN ycnoooor-ii-io
• • w
• C
o
•l-l
u
(0
a)
3
cr
u
o
14-I
CM
V4 O o CM r—
1
vD CO in VO CSV vO m CSV CM CO CO
<J
o CM CO vD 00 <) vD vO CM VO 00 vO vO CSV •i-l
4-1 O CM <t CO CM O 1-^ f—
^
r—
1
CM r~^ rH "3
t) 3
Cd
Pm
3
Cu
CU
<
NO
TJ
<U
3
C
T I
4J
c
o
O
C^J
(U
,o
cd
H
o
o
«d
fn
ooo»dcJ^lnlnotnovo<^c^^ooo^^^o^o^
o^cnc^^OI-^o^cM^'C^Jcnc^JOO<}•1—
i-iOOO>-ii-iCNiC'J<t-<fr'4cnr^vOcoooO
(0
(1)
w
•H
td
C
C
O
•r^
4-1
W
d)
3
tr
4J
3
<u
*3
3
4-1
(0
(U
<U
CO
(rt CM CO m vO 00 CSV O CM CO <!• in vO
B CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO CO <) Mt 'd' <!• <}• <}
<i)
4J B B B B B B B e E E E E E E E E SM § 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 <D
4J 4-> 4J 4J 4-J 4-1 4J 4-1 4-t 4-1 4-1 4-1 4J 4J 4J 4J 4JM M M M 1-4 M M M M M M M M M M M M
cd
<u
4-1
o
!Z
Table 3
Components of Effective Teaching Scales
Derived from A Factors
Al. Instructor-Student Interactions
Encourages class discussion
Invites students to share their knowledge & experience
Has an interest in students
Is friendly toward students
Relates to students as individuals
Recognizes and greets students out of class
Is accessible to students out of class
A2. Analytic-Synthetic Approach
Discusses points of view other than his/her own
Contrasts implications of various theories
Discusses recent developments in the field
Presents origins of ideas and concepts
Gives references for more interesting & involved points
Clarifies thinking by identifying reasons for questions
Invites criticism of own ideas
A3. Dynamic-Enthusiastic
Is a dynamic and energetic person
Has an interesting style of presentation
Seems to enjoy teaching
Is enthusiastic about the subject
Factor
Coefficients
.47
.53
.58
.65
.70
.51
.27
.57
.60
.40
.51
.43
.48
.47
.49
.56
.71
.67
137
Table 3 continued
A3. Dynamic
-Enthusiastic
Seems to have self confidence
A4. Organization
Explains clearly
Is well prepared
Knows if the class is understanding him/her or not
A5. Clarity
Gives presentations that are easy to outline
Is careful and precise in answering questions
Summar-izes major points
B Factors
Bl. Faculty Concern for Student Welfare
Encourages students to talk with him/her on matters
of concern
Is involved in campus activities which affect students
Meets with students informally out of class
Meets with students out of regular office hours
B2. Intellectual Breadth
Keeps current with developments in the field
Seems knowledgeable beyond the subject matter taught
Can suggest additional references
Can suggest resources in area of his/her general interest
138
Factor
Coe f fic ient s
.56
.63
.53
.57
.68
.47
.57
.42
.44
.71
.65
.46
.47
.79
.74
Table 3 continued
Factor
B2. Intellectual Breadth Coe ff icier
Knows about developments in fields other than
his/her own
^37
B3
. Research-Productivity
Is known off campus as a leader or expert in his/her
field
.65
Does original and creative work outside of class in
his/her field
.71
Expresses interest and is informed about the work of
colleagues in their fields .58
B4. Instructor -Student Meetings
Is conscientious about keeping appointments with students .69
Meets with students during regular office hours .58
B5. Concern for Teaching
Seeks advice about the courses he/she teaches from
students and colleagues *61
Discusses teaching in general with students and
colleagues
Is interested and concerned about the quality of his/her
teaching
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